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On the ‘Military-Industrial Complex’ 














THE ‘MILITARY LOBBY’ -- ITS IMPACT ON CONGRESS, NATION 


HAT led President Eisenhower, on the eve of his 
retirement, to warn the Nation of ‘‘unwarranted 
influence’’ by what he called ‘“‘the military-industrial 
complex’’? 
What is this complex, what is the nature and extent 
of its influence, and how is it exercised? 
What dangers -- if any -- are implicit in the situa- 
tion described by the former President? 


These were the principal questions raised by the 
President’s parting words (for text, see next page). In 
an attempt to answer them, Congressional Quarterly 
culled the record of Presidential press conferences, 
Congressional hearings, and other public documents. In 
addition, extensive off-the-record interviews were con- 
ducted with Members of Congress, representatives of 
defense contractors, former government officials, and 
other persons with pertinent information. Results of this 
survey of fact and opinion are summarized on the 
following pages. 


Eisenhower's Views 


The President’s warning of Jan. 17 was his first 
public reference to a ‘‘military-industrial complex.’’ But 
the concept was in the making for eight years, during 
which the President had touched on most of the major 
components of his final declaration. These were the 
principal elements of his thinking, as seen by his 
associates and partially reflected in the record: 

@ National survival, he stated in 1953 and repeatedly 
thereafter, rested on ‘‘security with solvency.’’ To 
achieve this required maximum effort to counter the 
inherent tendency of Federal expenditures in general, 
and defense spending in particular, to rise. The key to 
success lay in ‘“‘balance’’ -- not, as he said April 25, 
1958 during his battle with Congress over reorganization, 
in ‘‘overindulging sentimental attachments to outmoded 
military machines and concepts,’’ nor, as he put it Jan. 
27, 1960, in heeding the ‘‘noisy trumpeting about dazzling 
military schemes or untrustworthy programs.”’ 

@ Ranged against this view, the President realized, was 
a host of special interests -- the armed services and their 
civilian allies in business and in Congress. Beginning 
in 1953, when he cut the Air Force budget by $5 billion, 
the services had repeatedly carried their fight for more 
funds to Congress and the press. (Morethan one Member 
had called him to say that they were changing their votes 
in response to local pressures generated by the Pentagon.) 
“Obviously political and financial considerations’’ rather 
than ‘‘strict military needs’’ were influencing the situa- 
tion, he said June 3, 1959. If such forces were allowed 
to prevail, he said March 11, 1959, ‘‘everybody with any 
sense knows that we are finally going toa garrison state.”’ 

@ Revered by the Nation as its chief military hero, and 
respected as its Commander-in-Chief, the President was 
confident of his ability to ‘‘put need above pressure-group 
inducement, before local argument, before every kind of 
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any pressure except that that America needs,’’ as he 
put it Feb. 11, 1960. The star-studded brass of the 
Pentagon awed him not a bit; ‘‘there are too many of 
these generals who have all sorts of ideas,’’ he said 
Feb. 3, 1960. Knowing how they ‘‘operated,’’ however, 
he feared that his successor -- whether Nixonor Kennedy 
-- would be unable to withstand their pressures. 

This, according to a close associate, was what 
impelled the President to speak out as he prepared to 
leave office. Deeply committed to the goal of disarma- 
ment, he was sensitive to the counter-influence of the 
‘‘military-industrial complex.’’ The extent of his concern 
was indicated when, at his final press conference Jan. 18, 
he described the impact of widespread advertising by 
missile mhanufacturers as ‘‘almost an insidious penetra- 
tion of our own minds that the only thing this country 
is engaged in is weaponry and missiles.’’ This, he said, 
was something ‘‘we just can’t afford.”’ 


Background 


Defense spending reached its post-war low of $11.1 
billion in fiscal 1948. By 1953, the cold war and a hot 
war in Korea had boosted spending to its post-war high 
of $43.7 billion. President Eisenhower cut that to $35.5 
billion in 1955; thereafter, defense outlays climbed each 
year, to reach a projected $42.9 billion in fiscal 1962. 
At no time during his eight years in office did military 
spending amount to less than one-half of the federal 
budget or less than 8 percent of the Nation’s gross 
national product. All told, the armed services spent $313 
billion during the eight years, fiscal 1954-61; when the 
costs of military aid, atomic energy, and stockpiling are 
added, that total mounts to $354 billion. 

There is no yardstick by which to measure with 
precision the economic impact of these expenditures, but 
there is no question that it has been considerable. 
According to a 1960 study by the Defense Procurement 
Subcommittee of the Joint Economic Committee, there 
were 38 million procurement transactions with a dollar 
volume of $228 billion from 1950 through 1959. Few 
areas of the economy were untouched by these purchases 
of goods and services. 

The largest portion of defense spending, however, is 
allocated to the development, production, and deployment 


{ction prohibited in ohole s* in por sncept ty editorial cties Week ending March 24, 1961 -- PAGE 463 


Reproduction prohibited in 








‘Military-Industrial Complex’ - 2 


of major weapons systems. In fiscal 1960, when military 
prime contract awards of $10,000 or more totaled $21 
billion, $15.4 billion or 73.4 percent of the total went to 
100 companies (or their subsidiaries) of which 65 were 
engaged primarily in ‘‘research, development, test or 
production of aircraft, missiles, or electronics.’’ (For 
list of the top 100 contractors and their 1960 awards, 
see next page) 

Despite the heavy concentration of prime contract 
awards among a small number of companies (in 1960 five 
companies accounted for 25 percent of the dollar volume, 
21 companies for 50 percent), extensive subcontracting 
helps to spread procurement expenditures, employment, 
and profits throughout the country -- although not as 
evenly as some states would like. In addition, some 1.5 
million members of the armed services and almost 1 
million civilian employees of the Defense Department are 
spread throughout the 50 states, with payrolls that totaled 
$11.4 billion in fiscal 1960. Another $650 million was 
paid to more than 1 million members of the National 
Guard and other reserve groups. (For state breakdown 
of military and civilian personnel and payrolls, as well 
as procurement actions, see p. 6, below) 

A further indication of the extent of defense-related 
activities is the wide distribution of facilities. From lists 
furnished by the military services, Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, and National Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion, CQ determined the location of 738 separate installa- 
tions by Congressional district. According to this list, 
there are one or more installations in 282 of the country’s 
437 districts. (For list by district, see p. 10, below) 

Taken together, these data suggest the sweeping 
extent of the defense establishment and its economic 
impact, and provide the background against which to 
examine the concept of a ‘‘military-industrial complex.’’ 





Eisenhower’s Warning 


In his final address to the Nation on Jan. 17, 
President Eisenhower noted that the United States 
had been compelled to ‘‘create a permanent arma- 
ments industry of vast proportions”’ and tomaintain a 
defense establishment employing 3.5 million persons 
and spending huge sums. He continued as follows: 

‘*This conjunction of an immense military estab- 
lishment and a large arms industry is newin Amer- 
ican experience. The total influence -- economic, 
political, even spiritual -- isfeltineverycity, every 
State house, every office of the Federal government. 
We recognize the imperative need for this develop- 
ment. Yet we must not fail to comprehend its grave 
implications. Our toil, resources and livelihood are 
all involved; so is the very structure of our society. 

‘In the councils of government, we must guard 
against the acquisition of unwarranted influence, 
whether sought or unsought, by the military- 
industrial complex. The potential for the disastrous 
rise of misplaced power exists and will persist. We 
must never let the weight of this combination endanger 
our liberties or democratic processes. We should 
take nothing for granted. Only an alert and knowl- 
edgeable citizenry can compel the proper meshing 
of the huge industrial and military machinery of 
defense with our peaceful methods and goals, so 
that security and liberty may prosper together.”’ 











Hebert Probe 


In mid-1959, the House Armed Services Special 
Investigations Subcommittee, headed by Rep. F. Edward 
Hebert (D La.) questioned 75 witnesses over 25 days 
regarding the employment of retired officers by defense 
industries. The public, said Hebert as the hearings 
began, was alarmed by reports ‘‘about the alleged conduct 
of some military men who depart the ranks of defense 
for lush places on the payrolls of defense contractors.”’ 
As it turned out, no real evidence of misconduct was 
produced. But the hearings shed considerable light on 
the ramifications of military-industrial relations. 

Retired Officers. More than 1,400 retired officers in 
the rank of major or higher -- including 261 of general 
or flag rank -- were found to be employed by the top 100 
defense contractors. The company employing the largest 
number (187, including 27 retired Generals and Admirals) 
was General Dynamics Corp., headed by former Secretary 
of the Army Frank Pace, which also received the biggest 
defense orders of any company in 1960, Duties of these 
officers, according to the testimony of their employers, 
encompassed a wide range oftechnical, management, and 
‘‘representation’”’ functions. But in no case, it appeared, 
was the officer involved in ‘‘selling’’ or the negotiation 
of defense contracts. 

“Influence.” With little variation, retired officers 
told the Hebert subcommittee that they were ‘‘has-beens”’ 
without influence upon the decisions of their former 
colleagues still on active duty. None had experienced 
‘‘pressure’’ of this kind while still in the service; if any 
retired officers had asked him for a favor, ‘‘I would 
throw them out on their ear,’’ said Lt. Gen. C.S. Irvine 
(ret.), director of planning for Avco Corp. No one, 
however, took issue with the statement of Vice Adm, H.G. 
Rickover that the former jobs of retired officers often 
were filled ‘‘by people who are their dear friends, or 
even by people whom they have been influential in appoint- 
ing, and naturally they will be listened to.”’ 

Illustrative of this point was the testimony of Adm. 
William M, Fechteler (ret.), former Chief of Naval Oper- 
ations and a consultant to General Electric’s Atomic 
Products Division. He told of arranging appointments 
for a GE Vice President: ‘‘I took him in to see Mr, Gates, 
the Secretary of the Navy. I took him in to see Admiral 
Burke. He had not met Admiral Burke before. And then 
I made appointments with him with the Chief of the Bureau 
of Ships. But I did not accompany him there, because 
those are materiel bureaus which make contracts. And I 
studiously avoid even being in the room when anybody 
talks about a contract.”’ 

Entertainment. Two instances of entertainment by 
defense contractors came before the Hebert subcom- 
mittee. George Bunker, chairman of The Martin Co., 
acknowledged that his firm had entertained at least 26 
active-duty officers at a weekend retreat inthe Bahamas. 
Bunker denied there was any impropriety involved, saying 
‘fa man could neither operate nor compete effectively 
unless he had a close personal relationship.’’ But 
spokesmen for the Secretaries of the three services 
agreed that such chuminess ‘‘doesn’t look well’’ and could 
not be condoned. 

The second case concerned an invitation to a ‘‘small 
off-the-record party’’ todiscuss the plans and problems 
of the Air Research and Development Command with its 
newly promoted chief, Lt. Gen. Bernard S. Schriever. 
The invitation, sent to Rep. Hebert and nine other 
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Top 100 Defense Contractors In Fiscal 1961 
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Members of Congress (all but two of whom were mem- 
bers of the Armed Services or Appropriations Com- 
mittees), was issued by three Air Force contractors: 
Aerojet-General President Dan A, Kimball (onetime 
Secretary of the Navy), General Dynamics’ Pace, and 
Martin’s Bunker. All three men defended the propriety 
of the proposed party (which was called off because of 
the ‘‘publicity’’) as being, in Pace’s words, ‘‘a means of 
advancing the interests of the United States of America.”’ 

Advertising. Shortly before the Hebert hearings 
began, a major controversy developed in and out of Con- 
gress over the respective merits of two competing anti- 
aircraft missile systems -- the Army’s Nike-Hercules 
and the Air Force’s Bomarc. Advertisements extolling 
the virtues of the two systems were inserted in Wash- 
ington, D.C, newspapers by their prime contractors -- 
Western Electric Co, and Boeing Airplane Co., respec- 
tively -- while the issue was before Congress. Questioned 
by the Hebert subcommittee about the timing and purpose 
of the ads, spokesmen for the companies insisted that 
they were parts of long-term ‘‘information’’ programs. 

However, Boeing’s Harold Mansfield acknowledged 
that his company was fighting against a ‘‘campaign’”’ of 
‘‘misinformation’’ about the Bomarc, while Western 
Electric’s W. M. Reynolds said the Nike ads had been 
suggested to the company by the Army. Both companies 
also acknowledged discussing proposed cutbacks in the 
Nike and Bomarc programs with Members of Congress 
from areas where employment would be affected, Said 
Mansfield: ‘‘Many of the most important decisions in the 
defense of our country are not made by military tech- 
nicians. They are made in the Congress of the United 
States. And the Bomarc-Nike decision is one such 
decision,”’ 

Associations. Also questioned by the Hebert sub- 
committee were representatives of six organizations 
engaged in promoting the mutual interests of the armed 
services and their contractors in national security 
matters. All headquartered in Washington, they are the-- 

@ Assn; of the U.S. Army, with about 63,000 members 
(including military personnel on active duty) and 1958 
income of $290,000, of which $143,000 was revenue from 
advertising in ‘‘Army’’ magazine. One of its aims: “‘To 
foster public understanding and support of the U.S, Army.”’ 
Executive Vice President: Lt. Gen. W.L. Weible, USA 
(ret.). Among those on its advisory board: Donald 
Douglas Jr., president of Douglas Aircraft Co.; Frank 
Pace, chairman of General Dynamics Corp.; Sens. John 
J. Sparkman (D Ala.) and Strom Thurmond (D §S.C.,). 

@ Navy League, with about 38,000 members (no active 
duty personnel) and 1958 income of $179,000, plus $32,000 
from advertising in ‘‘Navy -- The Magazine of Sea 
Power."’ Self-description: ‘‘The Civilian Arm of the 
Navy.’’ President: Frank Gard Jameson. Among those 
on its advisory council: Dan Kimball, president of 
Aerojet-General and former Secretary of the Navy; Adm. 
Robert B, Carney (ret.), chairman of Bath Iron Works 
Shipbuilding Corp. and former Chief of Naval Operations, 

@ Air Force Assn., with about 60,000 members (in- 
cluding about 30,000 Air Force personnel) and 1958 income 
of $1.2 million, including $527,000 from advertising in 
“‘Air Force and Space Digest.’’ Its aim: ‘‘To support 
the achievement of such airpower as is necessary’’ for 
national security, Executive Director: James H. Straubel. 
Among its directors: 14 employees of defense contractors, 
including Lt. Gen. James H, Doolittle, USAF (ret.) of 
Space Technology Laboratories. 


@ American Ordnance Assn., formerly the Army 
Ordnance Assn., with about 42,000 members and 1958 
income of $474,000, of which subscriptions and advertise- 
ments in the magazine ‘‘Ordnance”’ furnished $253,000. 
Its aim: ‘‘Armament preparedness.’’ Executive Vice 
President: Col. Leo A, Codd, USAR (ret.). 

@ Aerospace Industries Assn., formerly the Aircraft 
Industries Assn., a trade association with 79 member 
companies and 1958 income of $1.4 millionindues ranging 
up to $75,000 per member. Its aim: To promote the 
manufacture and sale of ‘‘aircraft and astronautical 
vehicles of every nature and description.’’ President: 
Gen, Orval R. Cook, USAF (ret.). 

@ National Security Industrial Assn., formerly the Navy 
Industrial Assn., with 502 member companies and 1958 
income $238,000, mostly from dues, Its aim: ‘‘To estab- 
lish a close working relationship between industrial 
concerns’’ and national security agencies. Executive 
Director: Capt. R.N. McFarlane, USN (ret.) 

According to the testimony of their representatives, 
none of these groups had anything to do with procure- 
ment; all were ignorant of any ‘‘pressure’”’ in behalf of 
one or another manufacturer. The three service groups 
acknowledged their interest in building up grassroots 
support for the respective branches of the armed 
forces; they also maintained that they were fully inde- 
pendent of the services they represented, although the 
testimony showed that, for the most part, Army, Navy, 
and Air Force doctrines and weapon systems received 
enthusiastic support in their respective publications. 

All of the groups insisted that their primary function 
was to inform and educate. Only the Aerospace Industries 
Assn, had registered under the lobby law, but Gen. Cook 
said ‘‘we believe we do not operate according to the 
classic definition of a lobbyist.... We don’t even dream 
of buying any influence of any kind.’’ Asked whether the 
best interests of the industry would be served by an 
increase or decrease in defense spending, Cook said: 
‘‘From a selfish point of view, the best interest of the 
industry would be served by an increase, of course, but 
from a patriotic and national point of view, it might not 
be.”’ 

Peter J. Schenck, then president of the Air Force 
Assn, and an official of Raytheon Corp., described the 
basis for close military-industrial relations as follows: 
‘The day is past when the military requirement for a 
major weapons system is set up by the military and passed 
on to industry to build the hardware. Today it is more 
likely that the military requirement is the result of joint 
participation of military and industrial personnel, and it 
is not unusual for industry’s contribution to be a key 
factor. Indeed there are highly placed military men who 
sincerely feel that industry currently is setting the pace 
in the research and development of new weapon systems.’”’ 

Conclusion. In its report filed Jan. 18, 1960, the 
Hebert subcommittee said it was ‘‘impressed by several 
obvious inconsistencies in testimony’’ relating to the 
influence enjoyed by retired officers in the employment 
of defense contractors. Said the report: ‘‘The better 
grade and more expensive influence is avery subtle thing 
when being successfully applied.... The ‘coincidence’ of 
contracts and personal contacts with firms represented 
by retired officers and retired civilian officials some- 
times raises serious doubts as tothe complete objectivity 
of some of these decisions.’’ The subcommittee proposed, 
among other steps, a much tighter law regarding ‘‘sales’”’ 
to the Government by retired personnel; the House later 
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passed a watered-down version of the proposal. (1959 
Almanac, p. 727; 1960 Almanac, p. 279) 


Role of Congress 


Charged with the responsibility of appropriating more 
than $40 billion each year for defense -- and in the 
process deciding how to meet the conflicting claims of 
competing services for a larger share of the pie -- 
Congress is up to its ears in the military-industrial 
issue. Collectively, the record shows, the Members 
strive to sift fact from fancy, and to point up and root 
out instances of waste and duplication in the defense 
program. The record also shows that, individually, the 
Members are zealous in representing the interests of 
their districts and states. Here are some examples: 

“Fair Share.” Documenting his case with facts and 
figures, Rep. Ken Hechler (D W.Va.) told the House on 
June 1, 1959: ‘‘I am firmly against the kind of logrolling 
which would subject our defense program to narrowly 
sectional or selfish pulling and hauling. ButI am getting 
pretty hot under the collar about the way my State of 
West Virginia is shortchanged in Army, Navy, and Air 
Force installations.... I am going to stand up on my hind 
legs and roar until West Virginia gets the fair treatment 
she deserves.’’ (Hechler plans to resume his campaign 
shortly.) 

In the same vein, Members of the New York delega- 
tion, led by Sens. Kenneth B, Keating (R) and Jacob K, 
Javits (R), have long complained about the over- 
concentration of prime contract awards placed with 
California firms. Asking only for a ‘‘fair share,’’ they 
want defense procurement officials to consider ‘‘the 
strategic and economic desirability of allocating pur- 
chases to different geographic areas’’ of the country. 
(For military payrolls and prime contracts by state, 
see next page) 

Installations. The opening, expansion, cutback, or 
closing of any military installation is of vital interest to 
the Member whose area is affected. In recent years, 
with reductions in the size of the Army and other changes 
in the composition of defense forces, there have been 
more closings than openings, and the affected Members 
have been quick to take issue. Some recent instances: 

@ Sen. Albert Gore (D Tenn.) said Feb. 15 that he had 
written Secretary of the Air Force Eugene M, Zuckert 
about reports that Sewart Air Force Base at Smyrna, 
Tenn, might be closed, and had been assured that ‘‘as of 
now no change is contemplated which should cause any 
concern.”’ 

@ Sen. Olin D. Johnston (D S.C.), after calling on 
President Kennedy Feb. 20, said he had been assured 
that careful consideration would be given to the future of 
Fort Jackson at Columbia, S.C, and Donaldson Air Force 
Base at Greenville, S.C. 

@ Rep. Samuel S, Stratton (D N.Y.) said March3 that he 
had wired Secretary Zuckert about reports of a plan to 
transfer certain operations from Griffiss Air Force Base 
at Rome, N.Y. Said Stratton: “‘Itis fantastic to learn that 
one more defense department is considering recommend- 
ations which would have the effect of increasing unem- 
ployrnent in upstate New York, already hard-hit by 
layoffs.”’ 

@ Rep. Emanuel Celler (D N.Y.) said March 6 that 
Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara had assured 
him he had no knowledge ‘‘of any plans or proposals to 
shut down the operations’’ at the Brooklyn Navy Yard. 
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Procurement. Decisions to begin, accelerate, re- 
duce, or stop production of various weapons and weapon 
systems are also of major interest to Members in whose 
districts or states the manufacturers involved are located. 
Here are examples of Representatives at work: 

@ When the House Appropriations Committee chopped 
the Air Force’s 1959 request for the Bomarc by $162.7 
million, Rep. Don Magnuson (D Wash.) charged that few 
Members were aware of ‘‘the incredible lengths to which 
the adherents of the Nike defense system have gone in 
their attempt to discredit the Bomarc.... Ofcourse, this 
is Army inspired.’’ (Contractor for Bomarc was Boeing 
Airplane Co., headquartered in Seattle, Wash.) 

@ Also in 1959, Rep. John R, Foley (D Md.) offered an 
amendment to the defense bill to add $10 million to Air 
Force funds to buy 10 F-27 transports from the Fair- 
child Aircraft Co. of Hagerstown, Md., in Foley's district. 
This failed, but the Senate obliged with $11 million. When 
House conferees refused to go along, Sen. J. Glenn Beall 
(R Md.) begged the Senate to insist, saying that of the $4 
billion to be spent on aircraft, ‘‘all we «sk for Fairchild 
is $11 million."’ 

@ Recent reports that the Pentagon was thinking of 
cutting back the B-70 program led Rep. Edgar W, Hiestand 
(R Calif.) to write Secretary McNamara Feb. 27 to assure 
him of ‘‘the strong Congressional! support for this valued 
program.’’ North American Aviation, Inc., prime con- 
tractor for the B-70, is located in Iliestand’s district. 

Reserves. The well-known solicitude shown by Con- 
gress for the National Guard and other reserve forces 
reflects to some degree a widespread local interest in 
the payrolls, armories, and other benefits involved, as 
well as effective work by the National Guard Assn. and the 
Reserve Officers Assn. Among the 40 reserve officers 
in Congress are six generals: Sens. Barry Goldwater 
(R Ariz.), Brig. Gen. USAFR; Howard W. Cannon(D Nev.), 
Brig. Gen., USAFR; Kenneth B, Keating (R N.Y.), Brig. 
Gen., USAR; Strom Thurmond (D S,C.), Maj.Gen., USAR; 
and Reps. James Roosevelt (D Calif.), Brig. Gen., USMCR; 
and Robert L.F. Sikes (D Fla.), Brig. Gen., USAR. Cannon 
and Thurmond are members of the Armed Services 
Committee; Sikes of the Defense Appropriations Sub- 
committee. (For full list of committee members and their 
military and reserve status, see p. 8, below) 

President Eisenhower made no headway whatsoever 
in his three-year campaign to reduce National Guard and 
Army Reserve manpower levels to ‘‘conform to the 
changing character and missions’’ of the active forces; 
Congress responded with a mandatory floor of 400,000 
for the Guard, and funds to maintain both the Guard and 
the Reserve at full strength. These actions, said the 
President in his final budget message, ‘‘are unnecessarily 
costing the American people over $80 million annually 
and have been too long based on other than strictly 
military needs.’’ Even at the lower strengths he again 
proposed, the reserves would cost ‘‘well over $1 billion 
in 1962,’’ he said. 

Summing up the cumulative impact of these varied 
expressions of Congressional interest, Rep. Jamie L. 
Whitten (D Miss.), a member of the House Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee, testified as follows Jan. 29, 1960 
before the Joint Economic Committee’s Defense Procure- 
ment Subcommittee: 

‘*I_ am convinced defense is only one of the factors 
that enter into our determinations for defense spending. 
The others are pump priming, spreading the immediate 
benefits of defense spending, taking care of all services, 
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ACTIVE DUTY MILITARY PERSONNEL CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES ere 
‘ ACTIONS 
Number' Estimated Annual Pay Number Estimated Amount Siniaae 
(30 June 1960) and Allowances (30 June 1960) Annual Payroll Fiscal (1960) 
eae. aS ia 2 3 4 5 6 
ALABAMA 22,249 $ 87,096,000 39,852 $ 219,683,000 $ 103,371 ,000 0.5 
ALASKA 31,846 127,838,000 6,384 44,098,000 78,649,000 0.4 
ARIZONA 18,091 73,770,000 7,346 40,642,000 168,974,000 0.8 
ARKANSAS 9,172 40,324,000 3,158 17,457,000 10,891 ,000 0.1 
CALIFORNIA 207,875 781,380,000 140,445 788,659,000 4, 839,252,000 23.7 
COLORADO 28,662 117,853,000 14,109 77,760,000 246, 749,000 1.2 
CONNECTICUT 6,123 22,852,000 2,446 13,848,000 838 , 535,000 4.1 
DELAWARE 7,814 34,753,000 1,191 6,558,000 71,138,000 0.4 
D. OF C. 17,461? 67,134,000 32,269 181,851,000 95,499,000 0.5 
FLORIDA 56,248 234,965,000 23 ,693 133,206 ,000 489 , 803 ,000 2.4 
GEORGIA 69,147 260 , 532 ,000 33,124 183,063,000 177,924,000 0.9 
HAWAII 35,970 131,648,000 18,729 126,299,000 48,971 ,000 0.2 
IDAHO 4,827 21,000,000 561 3,107,000 46,630,000 0.2 
ILLINOIS 46,125 180,604,000 28,237 156,851,000 385,053,000 Pe 
INDIANA 8,737 35,376,000 10,747 60,124,000 310,632,000 1.5 
IOWA 1,049 4,247,000 571 3, 150,000 147,443,000 0.7 
KANSAS 34,378 136,639,000 5,992 33,062,000 573 , 563,000 2.8 
KENTUCKY 46,739 165,947,000 11,750 65,161,000 32,741,000 0.2 
LOUISIANA 20,371 87,439,000 6,197 34,426,000 197,157,000 1.0 
MAINE 14,113 61,401 ,000 1,820 10,126,000 32,216,000 0.2 
MARYLAND 46,888? 175,903,000 35,255 197,111,000 515,887,000 23 
MASSACHUSETTS 35,716 143,456,000 25,131 140,470,000 1,070, 436,000 Pe | 
MICHIGAN 14,909 62,633,000 9,638 53,191,000 600, 947,000 2.9 
MINNESOTA 5,023 20,843 ,000 1,872 10,344,000 192,984,000 0.9 
MISSISSIPPI 22,083 98,297,000 5,710 32,654,000 46 , 946,000 0.2 
MISSOURI 30,272 114,380,000 15,339 84,648,000 336,668,000 Pe 
MONTANA 6,805 30,239,000 785 4,324,000 27,058,000 0.1 
NEBRASKA 15,026 66,594,000 4,281 23,659,000 71,034,000 0.4 
NEVADA 7,448 31,989,000 2,796 15,591,000 8,965,000 3 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 8,352 35,670,000 10,120 57,484,000 72,272,000 0.4 
NEW JERSEY 41,097 153,508,000 26,395 146,618,000 1,274,664, 000 6.2 
NEW MEXICO 23,163 96 ,998 ,000 11,466 63,247,000 77 ,707 ,000 0.4 
NEW YORK 40,519 162,020,000 52,319 292,469,000 2,377,522 ,000 11.7 
NORTH CAROLINA 72,378 249, 306,000 9,845 55,349,000 172,899,000 0.9 
NORTH DAKOTA 5,350 23,760,000 740 4,077,000 8,683,000 . 
OHIO 18,990 80,974,000 37,962 209 , 395,000 907 ,068 , 000 4.4 
OKLAHOMA 29,913 115,821,000 25,500 140,558,000 146,519,000 0.7 
OREGON 4,802 20,499, 000 3,704 20 484,000 23,963,000 0.1 
PENNSYLVANIA 15,284 56,717,000 68,204 381 , 272,000 671,314,000 3.3 
RHODE ISLAND 7,398 27 ,482 ,000 8,440 47,983,000 26 ,081 ,000 0.1 
SOUTH CAROLINA 46,971 179,627,000 14,412 81,182,000 31,314,000 0.2 
SOUTH DAKOTA 5,319 23,017,000 1,583 8,730,000 43,591 ,000 0.2 
TENNESSEE 17,288 66,842,000 7,317 40,523,000 109,396,000 0.5 
TEXAS 167,220 688,284,000 57,415 316,748,000 1,138,026,000 5.6 
UTAH 3,685 15,070,000 17,846 98,491 ,000 176,394,000 0.9 
VERMONT 607 2,607,000 171 942,000 18,746,000 0.1 
VIRGINIA 82,372? 302,311,000 76,901 435,555,000 422,164,000 2.1 
WASHINGTON 47,733 185,242,000 23,785 133,472,000 715,087,000 3.5 
WEST VIRGINIA 708 2,735,000 1,084 6,022,000 18,312,000 0.1 
WISCONSIN 5,035 20,655,000 2,169 11,959,000 167,214,000 0.8 
WYOMING 2,646 11,774,000 709 3,905,000 41,754,000 Ps 
seipnicenamniiagtinaias Ea Oe ccidstiiatieaiatiaiads —— 100% 
Not distributed by state 35,530’ 126,433,000 218 1,203,000 2,055,411 ,000 
U.S. - Total 1,553,527 $6 ,064,484,000 947 ,933 $5,318,791 ,000 $22 ,462,217,000 











2 Partly estimated. *Less than 0.5 percent. 


3 In transit. 


‘Excludes Naval personnel assigned to fleet units and to other afloat and 
mobile activities. 
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giving all defense contractors a fair share, spreading 
the military bases to include all sections, etc.... There 
is no state in the union and hardly a district in a state 
which doesn’t have defense spending, contracting, or a 
defense establishment. We see the effect in public and 
Congressional insistence on continuing contracts, or 
operating military bases, though the need has expired.’’ 


Case of the Zeus 


The confluence of service, contractor, and Congress- 
ional pressures is illustrated by the current revival of a 
campaign to launch production of the Army’s Nike-Zeus 
anti-missile system, although final tests are morethana 
year away. Congress added $137 million tothe budget in 
1958 to start production, but the President refused to 
spend it; in his final budget, providing about $287 million 
for further development of Nike-Zeus, he said ‘‘funds 
should not be committed to production until development 
tests are satisfactorily completed.’’ Subsequently, these 
things happened. 

@ On Feb. 1 the magazine ‘‘Army”’ appeared with seven 
articles lauding the Nike-Zeus -- four of them by Army 
commanders on active duty. Also in the issue: full-page 
advertisements by Western Electric Co., prime con- 
tractor for Nike-Zeus, and eight of its major subcon- 
tractors, together with a map showing how much of the 
$410 million contract was being spent ineachof 37 states 
(but $111 million in California, $110 million in New 
Jersey). The general message: it’s time to start produc- 
tion. 

@ On Feb. 2, Sen. Thurmond told the Senate that ‘‘we 
must start production of the Nike-Zeus now.’’ Extolling 
the ‘‘experienced Army-industry team’’ that developed the 
system, he argued that ‘‘by spending money now to pro- 
vide a capability for the producticn of components in 
quantity, we will save money in the long run.’’ Rising to 
support his argument were Sens. B. Everett Jordan (D 
N.C.) and Frank Carlson (R Kan.). (‘‘Army’s’’ map 
showed spending of $36 million in North Carolina and 
$8.5 million in Kansas.) 

@ On Feb. 7, Rep. George P. Miller (D Calif.) urged 
every Member of the House to “‘read the current issue 
of Army magazine’’ and to ‘‘support immediate action for 
limited component production of the Nike-Zeus system.”’ 
Miller, a member of the Science and Astronautics Com- 
mittee, said this could be done ‘‘with the addition of less 
than $175 million to the present Army budget.”’ 

@ On Feb. 13, Rep. Daniel J. Flood (D Pa.) gave the 
House substantially the same speech delivered Feb. 2 by 
Sen. Thurmond, and also concluded that ‘‘we must start 
production of the Nike-Zeus now.’’ Flood appended an 
article on the subject published by the Sperry Rand Corp. 
-- a subcontractor for Nike-Zeus. (‘‘Army’s’’ figure for 
spending in Pennsylvania: $10 million.) 

@ On Feb. 23, Rep. John W. McCormack (D Mass.), 
House Majority Leader, asked every Member to read 
Flood’s “‘prescient address’’ of Feb. 13. McCormack’s 
conclusion: ‘‘Close the gapinour military posture; muzzle 
the mad-dog missile threat of the Soviet Union; loose the 
Zeus through America’s magnificent production lines, 
now.’’ (‘‘Army’s’”’ figure for Massachusetts: $1.5 million.) 

@ On March 6, the press reported that President Ken- 
nedy was expected to approve a Defense Department com- 
promise plan calling for an additional $100 million to $200 
million to start tooling up. Eventual costs were estimated 
at from $5 billion to $20 billion. 
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Extent of Influence 


Proponents of the Nike-Zeus, it should be noted, 
base their case squarely on ‘‘the national interest’’ -- 
the touchstone of debate, pro and con, concerning the 
merits of every proposal made in the name of defense. 
It is never clear, however, where ‘‘the national interest’’ 
begins and self-interest leaves off. 

All of the persons questioned by CQ agreed that an 
element of self-interest pervades relationships among the 
services, their contractors, and Members of Congress. 
There was no concensus, however, regarding the extent 
to which decisions affecting the national interest are 
influenced by the self-interest of persons and organiza- 
tions involved. Here is the gist of these views. 

The Services. Locked in competition for larger 
shares of a defense budget that has not kept pace with the 
soaring costs of new weapon systems, the services toil 
constantly to ‘‘sell’’ their particular doctrines, programs, 
and requirements to the public, industry, and Congress. 
Recent examples: television programs on the Navy's 
Polaris and ‘‘The New Marine,’’ an Army-Industry 
Liaison Seminar in New Orleans, an Air Force tour of 
Strategic Air Command headquarters in Omaha for 35 
new Members of Congress. 

The services are especially careful of their rela- 
tions with Congress, particularly with members of the 
Armed Services and Appropriations Committees. When 
a senior member of the House Armed Services Com- 
mittee complained of rumors that a Marine Corps installa- 
tion might be removed from his district, the Commandant 
came in personto assure him that no change would be made 
‘*so long as I am in the job.’’ A junior Committee mem- 
ber, on learning that an unsolicited Army training center 
was tobe located inhis district, concluded that ‘‘someone” 
in the Pentagon was looking out for his interests. 

There is some truth, all agree, in Rep. Whitten’s 
statement to the Defense Procurement Subcommittee that 
**you can look at some ofour key people in the key places 
in Congress and go see how many military establishments 
are in their districts.’’ One oft-cited example: the state 
of Georgia, home of the chairmen of both Senate and 
House Armed Services Committees. (To the proposal 
that a new Air Force installation be placed in Georgia, 
one brave Genera! is credited with replying that ‘‘one 
more base would sink the state.’’) 

But Congressmen accustomed to the prevalence of 
“‘log-rolling’’ in many other areas see nothing sinister 
in this situation. The services are generally credited 
with being ‘‘correct’’ in their dealings with Members; 
none of those questioned by CQ complained of ‘‘pressure’”’ 
by the services. 

The Contractors. For many of the major defense 
contractors, their only client of any importance is the 
U.S. Government and the bulk of their business is 
obtained through negotiated contracts with one or more 
of the armed services. It is a highly competitive field, 
by all accounts, in which a considerable premium is 
placed on ‘‘good personal relations”’ with the client. Even 
those companies doing business exclusively with one 
service will be found supporting all three service 
sounding-boards: the Air Force Assn., Navy League, and 
Assn. of the U.S. Army, Entertainment practices vary 
widely throughout the industry, but no one denies that 
personal friendships play an important part in shaping 
working relationships between client and vendor. Two 
episodes serve to illustrate the point. (Contd. on p. 471) 
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NAMES, AGES, SERVICES OF MILITARY COMMITTEE MEMBERS 


Following is a listing of members of key Congressional committees dealing with military 
appropriations and general defense matters, with military experience shown where appropriate. 


Senate Armed Services 


Democrats. Richard B. Russell, Winder, Ga., 63; chairman 
1951-53 and since 1955. 

Harry Flood Byrd, Berryville, Va., 73. 

John Stennis, De Kalb, Miss., 59; chairman, Preparedness 
Investigating Subcommittee. 

Stuart Symington, St. Louis, Mo., 59; Secretary of the Air 
Force, 1947-50. 

Henry M. Jackson, Everett, Wash., 48, Lt. Col., USAR. 

Sam J, Ervin Jr., Morganton, N.C., 64; Army, WW I. 

Strom Thurmond, Aiken, S.C., 58; Army, WW II; Major 
General, USAR; ex-president, Reserve Officers Assn. 

Clair Engle, Red Bluff, Calif., 49. 

E. L. Bartlett, Juneau, Alaska, 56. 

Howard W. Cannon, Las Vegas, Nev., 49; Air Force, WW II; 
Brigadier General, USAFR. 

Robert C, Byrd, Sophia, W. Va., 42. 


Republicans. Leverett Saltonstall, Dover, Mass., 68; Army, 
WW I 
Styles Bridges, Concord, N.H., 62. 
Margaret Chase Smith, Skowhegan, Maine, 63; Lt.Col., USAFR. 
Francis Case, Custer, S.D., 64; Marine Corps., WW I. 
Prescott Bush, Greenwich, Conn., 65; Army, WW I. 
J. Glenn Beall, Frostburg, Md., 66; Army, WW I. 


Senate Appropriations 
Department of Defense Subcommittee 


Democrats. Dennis Chavez, Albuquerque, N.M., 72, chairman. 
Richard B, Russell (see above) 

Lister Hill, Montgomery, Ala., 66; Army, WW I. 

John L, McClellan, Camden, Ark., 65; Army, WW I, 

Allen J, Ellender, Houma, La., 70; Army, WW I. 

A, Willis Robertson, Lexington, Va., 73, Army, WW I. 

John Stennis (see above). 

John O. Pastore, Cranston, R. I., 53. 

Estes Kefauver, Chattanooga, Tenn., 57. 


Republicans. Leverett Saltonstall (see above). 
Styles Bridges (see above). 

Milton R, Young, La Moure, N,D., 63. 

Margaret Chase Smith (see above), 

Henry C, Dworshak, Burley, Idaho, 66; Army, WW I. 
Karl E, Mundt, Madison, S.D., 60. 


House Armed Services 


Democrats. Carl Vinson, Milledgeville, Ga. (6th District), 
77, chairman 1949-53 and since 1955, previously chairman Naval 
Affairs Committee, 1931-47. 

Paul J, Kilday, San Antonio, Texas (20th District), 60. 

L. Mendel Rivers, Charleston, S.C, (1st District), 55. 

Philip J, Philbin, Clinton, Mass. (3rd District), 62. 

F, Edward Hebert, New Orleans, La. (lst District), 59. 

Arthur Winstead, Philadelphia, Miss. (Sth District), 57. 

Melvin Price, East St. Louis, Ill. (24th District), 56; Army 
WwW II, 

O. Clark Fisher,San Angelo, Texas (21st District), 58. 

Porter Hardy Jr., Norfolk County, Va. (2nd District), 58. 

Clyde Doyle, Los Angeles County, Calif. (23rd District), 73. 

Charles E. Bennett, Jacksonville, Fla. (2nd District), 50; 
Army, 1942-47, 

Richard E, 
Navy, 1942-46, 

George Huddleston Jr., Birmingham, Ala. (9th District), 40; 
Navy, WW II; Commander, USNR, 

James A, Byrne, Philadelphia, Pa. (3rd District), 54. 


Lankford, Annapolis, Md. (Sth District), 46; 


A, Paul Kitchin, Wadesboro, N.C. (8th District), 52. 

Daniel B, Brewster, Towson, Md. (2nd District), 37; Marine 
Corps, WW II; Major, USMCR, 

Frank Kowalski, Meriden, Conn. (At Large), 53; graduate of 
West Point, retired Colonel, USA. 

Samuel S, Stratton, Schenectady, N.Y. (32nd District), 44; 
Navy, WW II and Korea; Commander, USNR. 

Jeffery Cohelan, Berkeley, Calif. (7th District), 46. 

Victor Wickersham, Mangum, Okla. (6th District), 55. 

Otis G. Pike, Riverhead, N.Y. (lst District), 39; Marine 
Corp., WW II. 


Republicans. Leslie C. Arends, Melvin, Ill. (17th District), 
65; Navy, WW I. 

Leon H, Gavin, Oil City, Pa. (23rd District),68; Army, WW I. 

Walter Norblad, Stayton, Ore. (lst District), 52, Air Force, 
WwW Il. 

James E, Van Zandt, Altoona, Pa. (20th District), 62; Navy, 
WW I and II; Captain, USNR; former commander-in-chief, Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars. 

William H. Bates, Salem, Mass. (6th District), 43; Navy, 
1941-50. 

Alvin E, O’Konski, Mercer, Wis. (10th District), 56. 

William G, Bray, Martinsville, Ind. (7th District), 57; Army, 
1941-46; Colonel, USAR. 

Bob Wilson, San Diego County, Calif. (30th District), 44; 
Army, WW II; Captain, USMCR. 

Frank C. Osmers Jr., Tenafly, N.J. (9th District), 53; 
Army, 1941-46; Major, USAR, 

Charles S, Gubser, Gilroy, Calif. (10th District), 45. 

Frank J, Becker, Lynbrook, N.Y. (3rd District), 61; Army, 
WwW I, 

Charles E, Chamberlain, East Lansing, Mich. (6th District), 
43; Coast Guard, WW II; Commander, USCCR. 

Alexander Pirnie, Utica, N.Y. (34th District), 57; Army, WW II; 
Colonel, USAR. 

Durward G, Hall, Springfield, Mo, (7th District), 50; Army, 
WW II, 

Donald D, Clancy, Cincinnati, Ohio (2nd District), 39; Army, 
Ww II, 

Robert T. Stafford, Rutland, Vt. (At Large), 47; Navy, WW II 
and Korea; Commander, USNR. 


House Appropriations 


Department of Defense Subcommittee 
Democrats. George H. Mahon, Lubbock, Texas (19th District), 
60, chairman, 

Harry R, Sheppard, Yucaipa, Calif. (27th District), 76. 

Robert L. F. Sikes, Crestview, Fla. (3rd District), 54; 
Brigadier General, USAR. 

Jamie L, Whitten, Charleston, Miss. (2nd District), 50. 

George W. Andrews, Union Springs, Ala. (3rd District), 54; 
Navy, WW II. 

John J, Riley, Sumter, S.C, (2nd District), 66; Navy, WW I. 

Daniel J. Flood, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. (11th District), 57. 

Albert Thomas, Houston, Texas (8th District), 62; Army, WW lI. 


Republicans. Gerald R. Ford Jr., Grand Rapids, Mich. (5th 
District), 47; Navy, WW II. 

Harold C, Ostertag, Attica, N.Y. (39th District), 64; Army, 
WwW I, 

Melvin R. Laird, Marshfield, Wis. (7th District), 38; Navy, 
WwW Il, 

Glenard P, Lipscomb, Los Angeles, Calif. (24th District), 45; 
Army, WW II, 

Phil Weaver, Falls City, Neb. (1st District), 41; Army, WW II. 

William E, Minshall, Rocky River, Ohio (23rd District), 49; 
Army, 1940-46 

y, . 4 
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@ In one “‘competition’’ for a new weapon system, Navy 
technicians decided to throw out one proposal on grounds 
it was based on faulty data. Warned by a Navy friend of 
the impending decision, the contractor promptly went to 
the Admiral in charge and persuaded him to order a 30- 
day delay to permit all bidders to submit additional data. 
(The well-informed contractor failed to win in the end, 
however.) 

@ An Air Force ‘‘competition”’’ for anew missile ended 
with a top-level decision to award the contract to Company 
A. Learning of this, the president of Company B went 
straight to the Secretary and persuaded him to order a 
complete review of the decision. Result: the contract 
went to Company-B, 

Sometimes helped and sometimes hurt by such mani- 
festations of ‘‘influence,’’ contractors generally accept it 
as ‘‘part of the game,’’ recognizing that to some degree 
the outcome reflects a tendency on the part of all three 
services to take care of companies with whom they have 
been doing business for some time, before admitting any 
‘‘outsiders.’’ (Some companies have nevertheless man- 
aged to secure important prime contracts from all 
three services.) 

Defense contractors vary in their attitudes toward 
relations with Congress. Small, new companies, trying to 
gain a foothold in the defense business, are quick to seek 
the aid of their Congressmen; established contractors 
recognize that such intercession may backfire, especially 
in any attempt to reverse an essentially technical decision 
by the services, As the Hebert hearings demonstrated, 
however, contractors are not at all reluctant to solicit 
the aid of interested Members when (as in the Nike- 
Bomarc dispute) it is in the mutual interest of all con- 
cerned. 

Congress. As the elected representatives of their 
states and districts, Members of Congress take a keen 
political interest in the economic impact of defense 
activities in their areas, and are the first to admit it. 
But few believe that such considerations exert any signi- 
ficant influence over the course of defense spending or 
the shape of national strategy. The major complaint of 
some Members is their lack of influence! 

Certain members of the Armed Services Committees 
admit seeking the assignment because of large military 
installations and defense industries in their states or 
districts. Others consider themselves fortunate that they 
do not have such activities -- and the local pressures 
that go along with them -- in their own areas. Recog- 
nizing that changing military requirements may produce a 
‘‘boom and bust’’ effect on any givencommunity, they try 
to dissuade local enthusiasts who clamor for a new 
installation. 

Outsiders detect a Navy bias in the makeup of the 
House Armed Services Committee and, toa lesser extent, 
the Senate Armed Services Committee. (Of the former’s 
37 members, 25 come from coastal states; ofthe latter’s 
17 members, 13 are from coastal states.) Committee 
members acknowledge that some of their colleagues re- 
flect a service point-of-view (10 members of the House 
Committee are active reservists) and that the Navy’s 
position is amply represented; they alsocontend, however, 
that there is a minimum of service-oriented partisanship 
in the work of the Committees. 

As for dealings with contractors, most Members 
express doubt concerning both the desirability and feas- 
ibility of intervening in procurement decisions. One 
Senator who did go to bat for one of his constituents (to 
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no avail) found himself under fire from a competitor in 
the same state. His conclusion: it doesn’t pay to get 
involved. 


Pros and Cons 


Does the evidence support President Eisenhower's 
warning against ‘‘the acquisition of unwarranted influence, 
whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial 
complex’’? The answer varies with the individual. 

@ ‘‘There is no question that the services and their 
contractors have an interest in maintaining ahighdegree 
of tension in the country,’’ says a senior member of the 
House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, But he 
foresees no threat to the democratic process, although 
admitting the need to guard against overly intimate rela- 
tions between soldier, salesman, and legislator. 

@ ‘‘There is a real danger that we may go the way of 
pre-war Japan and Germany,’’ says one member of the 
House Armed Services Committee, who objects to the 
presence of reserve officers on the Committee and sees 
the appointment of industrialists to top Defense Depart- 
ment posts as a bad practice. 

@ “‘I don’t know what Eisenhower was talking about,’”’ 
says a former Defense Department official. Strong 
civilian control over the military services can be main- 
tained, he believes, by the selection of a sufficient number 
of able Presidential appointees, regardless of their 
industrial background. 

@ ‘‘The trouble is that national security has become 
popular -- andthe record of Congressional appropriations 
proves it,’’ says aformer Eisenhower associate. He sees 
the military-industrial complex as a ‘“‘floating power’’ 
largely free of any restraint. 

Several of those questioned by CQ ascribed the 
President’s concern to over-preoccupation with the 
budget. Believing that the nation needs andcan afford an 
even larger defense effort, they were inclined todismiss 
his warning as misdirected. This point of view was re- 
flected in ‘‘Air Force’’ magazine, which characterized 
reaction to the President’s statement as a ‘‘flap’’ and 
deplored the “‘small wave of learned essays rehashing all 
of the irresponsible charges and insinuations that have 
been bandied around in Congressional hearings for the 
past few years.’’ The great danger, it concluded, was 
that ‘‘an exercise of misdirected caution...could menace 
national security.”’ 

The first moves of the Kennedy Administration 
suggest little sympathy with the Eisenhower viewpoint. 
Orders have been placed for large numbers of additional 
transport planes. Steps have been taken to speed up 
defense purchases and ‘‘spread the business’’ in the 
interests of stimulating the lagging economy. Other 
proposals under consideration would add substantially to 
defense spending in the future. 

At the same time, the new Administration stands 
pledged to seek an agreement with the Soviets on banning 
nuclear tests and to pursue the goal ofarms control, As 
yet, the chances of achieving either appear to be so 
remote as to preclude serious consideration of the possi- 
ble opposition to any agreement by a “‘military-industrial 
complex.’’ It may be worth noting, however, that the 
American Ordnance Assn. is calling for the “‘immediate 
resumption,...of nuclear tests for both small and large 
weapons,’ and that ‘‘Ordnance’’ magazine argues that 
until the Communist ‘‘goal of world dominion....is aban- 
doned, there can be no lessening of our armament 
preparedness.”’ 
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Major Defense Installations, By State and Congressional District 





The following list shows the location by state, Congres- AFB 
sional district, and town of 738 installations in the United 
States owned and operated by or for the armed services, the + 
Atomic Energy Commission, and the National Aeronautics and “ 
Space Administration, according to information supplied by MCAF 
these agencies, An asterisk (*) denotes that the facility is MCAS 
inactive. Where the name of the installation does not indi- a 
cate the agency involved, that information appears in paren- anes 
theses -- (A) for Army, (MC) for Marine Corps, etc. Abbre- 
viations are used to designate certain types of installations, NAS 
as shown at right. Names of incumbent Congressmen are in caps, ND 
including 155 for whom no installations were listed. het 


ALABAMA 


1. FRANK W, BOYKIN (D) 
Brookley AFB, Mobile 
Theodore Army Terminal *, Theodore 
2. GEORGE M., GRANT (D) 
Gunter AFB, Montgomery 
Maxwell AFB, Montgomery 
3. GEORGE W, ANDREWS (D) 
Fort Rucker (A), Daleville 
4. KENNETH A, ROBERTS (D) 
Craig AFB, Selma 
Alabama Ordnance Works* (A), 
Childersburg 
Anniston Ordnance Depot (A), Bynum 
Fort McClellan (A), Anniston 
5. ALBERT RAINS (D) 
Gadsden AFS, Gadsden 


6. ARMISTEAD I, SELDEN JR. (D) 
7. CARL ELLIOTT (D) 
8. ROBERT E, JONES (D) 
Phosphate Development Works* (A), 
Muscle Shoals 
Redstone Arsenal (A), Huntsville 
Marshall Space Flight Center (NASA), 
Huntsville 
9. GEORGE HUDDLESTON JR. (D) 
ALASKA 
AL RALPH J, RIVERS (D) 
NS, Adak 


Naval Communication Station, Adak 
NS, Kodiak 
Naval Communication Station, Kodiak 
Eileson AFB 
Elmendorf AFB 
Fort Richardson (A) 
Fort Wainwright (A) 
ARIZONA 
1. JOHN J. RHODES (R) 
NAF, Litchfield Park 
Luke AFB, Phoenix 
Williams AFB, Chandler 
2. VACANCY 
MCAAS, Yuma 
Davis-Monthan AFB, Tucson 
Fort Huachuca (A), Fort Huachuca 
Navajo Ordnance Depot (A), Bellemont 
Yuma Test Station (A), Yuma 
ARKANSAS 
1, E.C, GATHINGS (D) 
Blytheville AFB, Blytheville 
2. WILBUR D, MILLS (D) 
3. JAMES W, TRIMBLE (D) 
Fort Chaffee* (A), Fort Smith 
4, OREN HARRIS (D) 
Shumaker NAD, Camden 
5. DALE ALFORD (D) 
Little Rock AFB, Little Rock 
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Air Force Base 

Air Force Station 

Marine Corps Auxiliary Air Station 
Marine Corps Air Facility 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Navy Auxiliary Air Station 
Navy Ammunition Depot 
Naval Air Facility 

Naval Air Station 

Naval District 

Naval Station 








Maumelle Ordnance Works* (A), West 
Marche 

VACANCY 

Pine Bluff Arsenal (A), Pine Bluff 

Midwest Chemical Depot (A), Pine 
Bluff Arsenal 


CALIFORNIA 


COPYRIGHT 
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CLEM MILLER (D) 

Hamilton AFB, San Rafael 

Rio Vista Storage Area (A), Rio Vista 

Two Rock Ranch Station(A), Petaluma 

HAROLD T, JOHNSON (D) 

Sierra Ordnance Depot (A), Herlong 

JOHN E, MOSS (D) 

Beale AFB, Marysville 

Mather AFB, Sacramento 

McClellan AFB, Sacramento 

Sacramento Signal Depot (A), 
Sacramento 

WILLIAM S, MAILLIARD (R) 

Letterman General Hospital (A), San 
Francisco 

Fort Mason (A), San Francisco 

Presidio of San Francisco, 
San Francisco 

Fort Winfield Scott (A), San Francisco 

JOHN F, SHELLEY (D) 

Naval Communication Station, 
San Francisco 

NS, Treasure Is., San Francisco 

Naval Shipyard, San Francisco 

Naval Radiological Def. Lab., San 
Francisco 

Marine Corps Supply Forwarding 
Annex, San Francisco 

Public Works Transportation Center, 
12th ND, San Francisco 

Hdqtrs., 12th ND, San Francisco 

JOHN F, BALDWIN (R) 

NAD, Concord 

Naval Shipyard, Mare Island, Vallejo 

Travis AFB, Fairfield 

Benicia Arsenal (Depot) (A), Benicia 

Pacific Ordnance Steel Foundry * (A), 
Pittsburg 

JEFFERY COHELAN (D) 

Naval Supply Center, Oakland 

NAS, Oakland 

Oakland Army Terminal, Oakland 

Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, 
(AEC), Berkeley 


. GEORGE P, MILLER (D) 


NAS, Alameda 

Naval Hospital, Oakland 

Parks AFB, Pleasanton 

Alameda Administration Center (A), 
Alameda 


196! CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY inc 
0 whole or \- pert excep! ay editerie! <lient 


Fort Baker (A), San Francisco 
Fort Barry (A), San Francisco 
Fort Cronkhite, San Francisco 
Camp Parks* (A), Pleasanton 
Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, 
(AEC), Livermore 
9. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER (R) 
District Public Works Office, 12th ND, 
San Bruno 
10. CHARLES S, GUBSER (R) 
NAS, Moffett Field 
Ames Research Center, (NASA), Mof- 
fett Field 
11. JOHN J. McFALL (D) 
Riverbank Ordnance Plant* 
Riverbank 
Sharpe General Depot (A), Lathrop 
12. B.F. SISK (D) 
Castle AFB, Merced 
13. CHARLES M, TEAGUE (R) 
NAF, Monterey 


(A), 


Naval Schools Construction, Port 
Hueneme 

Pacific Missile Range (N), 
Point Mugu 


Postgraduate School (N), Monterey 
Yards & Docks Supply Office (N), 
Port Hueneme 


Naval Constr. Battalion Ctr., Port 
Hueneme 
Civil Engineering Laboratory (N), 


Port Hueneme 
Oxnard AFB, Camarillo 
Vandenberg AFB, Lompoc 
Branch US Disciplinary Barracks* 
(A), Lompoc 
Hunter Liggett Military Reservation 
(A), Jolon 
Presidio of Monterey (A), Monterey 
Fort Ord. (A), Monterey 
Camp Roberts* (A), San Miguel 
Camp San Luis Obispo* (A), San Luis 
Obispo 
14. HARLAN HAGEN (D) 
Edwards AFB, Muroc 
Flight Research Center (NASA), 
Edwards 
Naval Ordnance Test Station, China 
Lake 
15. GORDON I, McDONOUGH (R) 
16. ALPHONZO E, BELL JR. (R) 
Western Operations Office (NASA), 
Santa Monica 
Medical Research Facilities (AEC), 
University of Calif., Los 
Angeles 
17. CECIL R, KING (D) 
Fort MacArthur (A), San Pedro 








CALIFORNIA (Contd.) 
18. CRAIG HOSMER (R) 
NAS Los Alamitos, Long Beach 
NS, Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Long Beach Municipal Airport (AF), 
Long Beach 
19. CHET HOLIFIELD (D) 
20; H, ALLEN SMITH (R) 
Passadena Area Support Center (A), 
Pasadena 
Jet Propulsion Lab. (NASA), Calif. 
Inst. of Tech., Pasadena 
Research Facilities (AEC), 
Inst. of Tech., Pasadena 
21. EDGAR W. HIESTAND (R) 
22. JAMES C, CORMAN (D) 
Birmingham Army Hospital* (A), Van 
Nuys 
Reactor and Research facilities 
(AEC), Atomics International Divi- 
son, North American Aviation Inc., 
Canoga Park 
23. CLYDE DOYLE (D) 
Cheli AFS, Maywood 
24. GLENARD P, LIPSCOMB (R) 
25. JOHN H,. ROUSSELOT (R) 
26. JAMES ROOSEVELT (D) 
27. HARRY R,. SHEPPARD (D) 
Marine Corps Base, Twenty-nine 
Palms 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow 
Georgia AFB, Victorville 
Norton AFB, San Bernardino 
Camp Irwin (A), Barstow 
28. JAMES B, UTT (R) 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton 
Naval Hospital, Camp Pendleton 
NAS, Miramar 
Nav. Ammunition & Net Depot, Seal 
Beach 
MCAF, Santa Ana 
MCAS, El Toro, Santa Ana 
29. D.S. SAUND (D) 
Nav. Ord. Lab., Corona 
March AFB, Riverside 
Salton Sea Base (AEC), Sandia Corp., 
Salton Sea 
30. BOB WILSON (R) 
NAAS, Brown Field, Chula Vista 
NAAS, Ream Field, Imperial Beach 
Naval Communications Trng. Ctr, 
Imperial Beach 
Naval Repair Facility, San Diego 
Navy Elect. Lab., San Diego 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, 
San Diego 
Public Works Transportation Center, 
NS, San Diego 
District Public Works Office, 
llth ND, San Diego 
Naval Hospital, San Diego 
Naval Supply Center, San Diego 
Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare 
School, San Diego 
Naval Training Center, San Diego 
Naval Retraining Command, Camp 
Elliott, San Diego 
Fleet Training Center (N), San 
Diego 
Naval Amphibious Base, Coronado, 
San Diego 
Fleet Air Defense Training Center 
(N), San Diego 
NS, San Diego 
Hdqtrs., llth ND, NS, SanDiego 
Naval Communication Station, 
Diego 


Calif. 


San 


NAS, North Island, San Diego 


COLORADO 


Es 


BYRON G, ROGERS (D) 

Air Force Accounting & Finance 
Center, Denver 

PETER H, DOMINICK (R) 

Lowry AFB, Denver 

Fitzsimons General Hospital (A), 
Denver 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal (A), Denver 

Rocky Flats Plant (AEC), Boulder 

J, EDGAR CHENOWETH (R) 

Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs 

Ent AFB, Colorado Springs 

Peterson Field (AF), Colorado 
Springs 

Fort Carson (A), Colorado Springs 

Camp Hale (A), Pando 

Pueblo Ordnance Depot (A), Avondale 

WAYNE N, ASPINALL (D) 

Uranium handling, sampling, and 
general facilities (AEC), Grand 
Junction 


CONNECTICUT 


i. 


4. 
5 


AL 


EMILIO Q, DADDARIO (D) 

Submarine reactor facilities (AEC), 
Windsor 

HORACE SEELY-BROWN JR. (R) 

Underwater Sound Lab. (N), New 
London 

Submarine Base (N), New London 

Conn, Aircraft Nuclear Engine Lab. 
(AEC), Middletown 

ROBERT N, GIAIMO (D) 

Line accelerators (AEC), Yale 
University, New Haven 

ABNER W, SIBAL (R) 

JOHN S. MONAGAN (D) 

FRANK KOWALSKI (D) 


DELAWARE 


AL 


HARRIS B, McDOWELI 

Dover AFB, Dover 

Lenape Ordnance Modification Center 
(A), Newark 

Fort Miles* (A), Lewes 


JR. (D) 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


NAS, Anacostia 

Naval Weapons Plant 

Hdqtrs., Potomac River Nav. 
Command 

Naval Observatory 

Naval Security Station 

Naval Research Lab. 

NS 

Military Petroleum Supply Agency (N) 

Area Public Works Office (N) 

Hdqtrs. Battalion, Hdqtrs. 
Corps 

Bolling AFB 

Washington National Airport (AF) 

Army Map Service 

Diamond Ordnance FuzeLaboratories 
(A) 

Fort Lesley J. McNair (A) 

Walter Reed Army Medical Center 


Marine 


FLORIDA 


Se 


WILLIAM C, CRAMER (R) 

MacDill AFB, Tampa 

Pinellas Plant (AEC), General 
Electric Co., Clearwater 


c NGMT 196! CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY WC 


Onve 
Reprota tion prohibited in whole o |~ par excep! by editorial! <lienh, 


‘Militery-Industrial Complex’ - 11 


CHARLES E, BENNETT (D) 

NAS, Cecil Field 

NAS, Jacksonville 

Yellow Water, Naval Magazine, Cecil 
Field 

NS, Mayport 

Naval Hospital, Jacksonville 

ROBERT L.F. SIKES (D) 

NAS, Pensacola 

NAAS, Whiting Field, Milton 

NAAS, Saufley Field, Pensacola 

Naval Aviation Medical Center, 
Pensacola 

Navy Mine Defense Lab., Panama City 

Eglin AFB, Valparaiso 

Eglin AF Auxiliary Field #9, 
Valparaiso 

Graham Air Base (AF), Marianna 

Tyndall AFB, Paname City 

DANTE B, FASCELL (D) 

NAS, Key West 

NS, Key West 

Fleet Sonar School (N), Key West 

Naval Hospital, Key West 

Homestead AFB, Homestead 

Miami International Airport (AF), 
Miami 

A, SYDNEY HERLONG JR, (D) 

NAS, Sanford 

McCoy AFB, Orlando 

Orlando AFB, Orlando 

Patrick AFB, Cocoa 

Launch Operations Directorate 
(NASA), Titusville 

PAUL G, ROGERS (D) 

Boca Raton AF Auxiliary Field, Boca 
Raton 

Palm Beach AFB, West Palm Beach 

Radio Tracking Facility (NASA), Fort 
Myers 

JAMES A, HALEY (D) 

Bartow Air Base, Bartow 

D.R. MATTHEWS (D) 


GEORGIA 


1. 


10. 


G. ELLIOTT HAGAN (D) 

Hunter AFB, Savannah 

Fort Stewart (A), Hinesville 

J.L, PILCHER 

Marine Corps Supply Center, Albany 

Bainbridge Air Base (AF), Bainbridge 

Spence Air Base (AF), Moultrie 

Turner AFB, Albany 

E,L, FORRESTER (D) 

Navy Forms & Publications Supply 
Office, Byron 

Robins AFB, Warner Robins 

Fort Benning (A), Columbus 

JOHN J, FLYNT JR, (D) 

Atlanta General Depot (A), 
Park 

JAMES C, DAVIS (D) 

Fort McPherson (A), Atlanta 


Forest 


. CARL VINSON (D) 


Naval Ordnance Plant, Macon 

JOHN W. DAVIS (D) 

NAS Atlanta, Marietta 

Dobbins AFB, Marietta 

IRIS F, BLITCH (D) 

Glynco NAS, Brunswick 

Moody AFB, Valdosta 

King’s Bay Army Terminal’, 
St. Marys 

PHIL LANDRUM (D) 

ROBERT G, STEPHENS JR. (D) 

Navy Supply Corps School, Athens 

Fort Gordon (A), Grovetown 
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HAWAII 


AL 


DANIEL K, INOUYE (D) 

Barber’s Point NAS, Oahu 

Pearl Harbor NAS, Ford Island 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu 

Kaneohe Bay MCAS, Oahu 

Naval Communication Station, Pearl 
Harbor 

Hdqtrs., 14th ND, Pearl Harbor 

NS, Pearl Harbor 

Fleet Training Center (N), 
Harbor 

Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor 

Public Works Center, Naval Base, 
Pearl Harbor 

14th District Public Works Office (N), 
Pearl Harbor 

Marine Barracks, Naval Base, Pearl 
Harbor 

Camp H.M., Smith (MC), Halawa 
Heights, Oahu 

Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor 

Submarine Base (N), Pearl Harbor 

Hickam AFB 

Wheeler AFB 

Fort Shafter (A) 

Schofield Barracks (A) 


Pearl 


IDAHO 


l, 
ra 


GRACIE PFOST (D) 

RALPH R, HARDING (D) 

Naval Ordnance Plant, Pocatello 

Mountain Home AFB, Mountain Home 

National Reactor Testing Station 
(AEC), ARCO 


ILLINOIS 


Ry 
2. 


WILLIAM L, DAWSON (D) 
BARRATT O'HARA (D) 
US Army Area Support Center, 
Chicago 
WILLIAM T. MURPHY (D) 
EDWARD J, DERWINSKI (R) 
JOHN C, KLUCZYNSKI (D) 
Chicago Administration Center (A) 
THOMAS J, O'BRIEN (D) 
ROLAND V, LIBONATI (D) 
DANIEL. ROSTENKOWSKI (D) 
SIDNEY R, YATES (D) 


. HAROLD R, COLLIER (R) 


Naval Ordnance Plant, Forest Park 
ROMAN C, PUCINSKI (D) 

Chicago Ordnance Plant* (A), Chicago 
EDWARD R, FINNEGAN (D) 


13. MARGUERITE STITT CHURCH (R) 
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NAS, Glenview 

Hdqtrs., 9th ND, Great Lakes 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes 

Electronics Supply Office (N), Great 
Lakes 

Naval Supply Depot, Great Lakes 

Naval Hospital, Great Lakes 

District Public Works Office, 9th ND, 
Great Lakes 

O’Hare International Airport (AF), 
Chicago 

Fort Sheridan (A), Highwood 

ELMER J, HOFFMAN (R) 

Argonne National Laboratory (AEC), 
Argonne 


. NOAH M. MASON (R) 


Elwood Ordnance Plant (A), Elwood 
Kankakee Ordnance Works* (A), 
Elwood 


> 


Ve 
18. 
19, 
20. 
21. 


9 


“. 


23. 
24. 


25. 


. JOHN B, ANDERSON (R) 


Green River Ordnance Plant* (A), 
Dixon 

Rockford Ordnance Plant (A), 
Rockford 

Savanna Ordnance Depot (A), Savanna 

LESLIE C, ARENDS (R) 

ROBERT H, MICHEL (R) 

ROBERT B, CHIPERFIELD (R) 

PAUL FINDLEY (R) 

PETER F, MACK JR, (D) 

WILLIAM L, SPRINGER (R) 

Chanute AFB, Rantoul 

Decatur Signal Depot (A), Decatur 

Materials Research Laboratory 
(AEC), Champaign 

GEORGE E, SHIPLEY (D) 

MELVIN PRICE (D) 

Scott AFB, Belleville 

Granite City Engineer Depot, Granite 
City 

KENNETH J. GRAY (D) 


INDIANA 


a 


Wh 


10. 
11, 


RAY J. MADDEN (D) 

East Chicago Ordnance Steel 
Foundry* (A), East Chicago. 

CHARLES A, HALLECK (R) 

JOHN BRADEMAS (D) 

Kingsbury Ordnance Plant* (A), 
LaPorte 

Radiation 
Bend 

E, ROSS ADAIR (R) 


Laboratory (AEC), South 


. SEAT IN DOUBT 


Bunker Hill AFB, Peru 

RICHARD L, ROUDEBUSH (R) 

Wabash River Ordnance Works* (A), 
Newport 

WILLIAM G, BRAY (R) 

NAD, Crane 

WINFIELD K, DENTON (D) 

Hoosier Ordnance Plant* (A), 
Charlestown 

Indiana Ordnance Works* (A), 
Charlestown 

EARL WILSON (R) 

Bakalar AFB, Columbus 

Camp Atterbury* (A),Edinburg 

Jefferson Proving Ground* (A), 
Madison 

RALPH HARVEY  (R) 

DONALD C, BRUCE (R) 

Naval Avionics Facility, Indianapolis 

Fort Benjamin Harrison (A), 
Indianapolis 


IOWA 


L. 


On & Wh 


conn 


FRED SCHWENGEL (R) 

Iowa Ordnance Plant (AEC), Burling- 
ton 

JAMES E, BROMWELL (R) 

H.R, GROSS (R) 

JOHN KYL (R) 

NEAL SMITH (D) 

Research Laboratory (AEC), 
State College, Ames 


lowa 


. MERWIN COAD (D) 


BEN F, JENSEN (R) 

CHARLES B, HOEVEN (R) 

Sioux City Municipal Airport (AF), 
Sioux City 
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KANSAS 


a 


WILLIAM H, AVERY (R) 

Forbes AFB, Topeka 

Topeka Air Force Station, Topeka 

Fort Leavenworth (A), Leavenworth 

ROBERT F, ELLSWORTH (R) 

NAS, Olathe 

Sunflower Ordnance Works* (A), De 
Soto 

WALTER L. McVEY (R) 

Kansas Ordnance Plant* (A), Parsons 


. GARNER E, SHRIVER (R) 


McConnell AFB, Wichita 
Fort Riley (A), Junction City 


. J, FLOYD BREEDING (D) 


ROBERT DOLE (R) 
Schilling AFB, Salina 


KENTUCKY 


1. 


FRANK A, STUBBLEFIELD (D) 

Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
(AEC), Paducah 

WILLIAM H, NATCHER (D) 

Camp Breckinridge*( A), Morganfield 

FRANK W, BURKE (D) 

Naval Ordnance Plant, Louisville 

Louisville Medical Depot (A), Louis- 
ville 

FRANK CHELF (D) 

Fort Knox (A), Fort Knox 

BRENT SPENCE (D) 


” JOHN C, WATTS (D) 


Blue Grass Ordnance Depot (A), Fort 
Estill 
Lexington Signal Depot (A), Avon 


. CARL D. PERKINS (D) 


EUGENE SILER (R) 


LOUISIANA 


zs 


Wn 


NOw 


oo 


F, EDWARD HEBERT (D) 

NAS, New Orleans 

Hdqtrs., 8th ND, New Orleans 

NS, New Orleans 

Camp Leroy Johnson(A), New Orleans 

Michoud Ordnance Plant* (A), New 
Orleans 

New Orleans Army Terminal, New 
Orleans 


. HALE BOGGS (D) 


EDWIN E, WILLIS (D) 
NAAS, New Iberia 


. OVERTON BROOKS (D) 


Barksdale AFB, Shreveport 

Louisiana Ordnance Plant* (A), 
Doyline 

OTTO E, PASSMAN (D) 

JAMES H, MORRISON (D) 


" -T, ASHTON THOMPSON (D) 


Chennault AFB, Lake Charles 
HAROLD B. McSWEEN (D) 
England AFB, Alexandria 
Fort Polk* (A), Leesville 


MAINE 


1. 


Wr 


PETER A. GARLAND (R) 
NAS, Brunswick 
Fort Williams (A), Portland 


. STANLEY R, TUPPER (R) 
. CLIFFORD G, McINTIRE (R) 


Naval Security Group Activity, Winter 
Harbor 

Dow AFB, Bangor 

Loring AFB, Limestone 

Presque Isle AFB, Presque Isle 








MARYLAND 


1. 


2. 


On & wo 


THOMAS F, JOHNSON (D) 

Naval Training Center, Bainbridge 

DANIEL B, BREWSTER (D) 

Aberdeen Proving Ground (A), 
Aberdeen 

Army Chemical Center, Edgewood 

Fort Holabird (A), Baltimore 

EDWARD A, GARMATZ (D) 


. GEORGE H. FALLON (D) 


RICHARD E, LANKFORD (D) 

NAF, Annapolis 

Nav. Air Test Ctr., Patuxent River 

Naval Propellant Plant, Indian Head 

Hydrographic Office (N), Suitland 

NS, Annapolis 

Naval Academy, Annapolis 

Naval Communication Station, 
Cheltenham 

Naval Hospital, Annapolis 

Eng. Exper. Station (N), Annapolis 

Air Research & Development Com- 
mand (AF), Camp Springs 

Andrews AFB, Camp Springs 

Fort George G, Meade (A), Odenton 

Goddard Space Flight Center (NASA), 
Greenbelt 


. CHARLES McC, MATHIAS JR. (R) 


David Taylor Model Basin (N), 
Carderock 

National Naval Medical Center, 
Bethesda 

Nav. Ord. Lab., White Oak 

Fort Detrick (A), Frederick 

Fort Ritchie (A), Cascade 

AEC Headquarters, Germantown 

SAMUEL N, FRIEDEL (D) 


MASSACHUSETTS 


i. 
2. 


_ 


SO 


oo 


10. 
ll. 


SILVIO O, CONTE (R) 

EDWARD P. BOLAND (D) 

Westover AFB, Chicopee Falls 
Springfield Armory (A), Springfield 
PHILIP J, PHILBIN (D) 


Maynard Quartermaster Test Activity, 


Maynard 

HAROLD D, DONOHUE (D) 

F, BRADFORD MORSE (R) 

Laurence G, Hanscom Field (AF), 
Bedford 

Fort Dawes (A), Boston 

Fort Devens (A), Ayer 

Watertown Arsenal (A), Watertown 

Raw Materials Development Labora- 
tory (AEC), Winchester 

WILLIAM H, BATES (R) 

THOMAS J, LANE (D) 

Naval Hospital, Chelsea 

Naval Shipyard, Boston 

Fort Banks (A), Winthrop 

TORBERT H, MACDONALD (D) 

HASTINGS KEITH (R) 

NAD, Hingham 

Otis AFB, Falmouth 

Fort Rodman (A), New Bedford 

Camp Wellfleet (A), South Wellfleet 

LAURENCE CURTIS (R) 

THOMAS P. O’NEILL JR, 

Cambridge Electronics Research 
(AF), Cambridge 

Electron accelerator (AEC), Harvard 
University, Cambridge 


. JOHN W, McCORMACK (D) 


Hdqatrs., lst ND, Boston 
NS, Boston 
Boston Army Base, Boston 


. JAMES A, BURKE (D) 


NAS, South Weymouth 


14. JOSEPH W, MARTIN JR, (R) 
Quartermaster Research & Engineer- 
ing Center (A), Natick 
MICHIGAN 
1, THADDEUS M, MACHROWICZ (D) 
2. GEORGE MEADER (R) 
NAS, Grosse Ile 
Willow Run Airport (AF), Belleville 
3. AUGUST E, JOHANSEN (R) 
Fort Custer* (A), Battle Creek 
4. CLARE E, HOFFMAN (R) 
5. GERALD R, FORD JR, (R) 
6. CHARLES E, CHAMBERLAIN (R) 
7. JAMES G, O’HARA (D) 
Selfridge AFB, Mount Clemens 
Detroit Arsenal (A), Center Line 
Michigan Ordnance Missile Plant(A), 
Warren 
8. JAMES HARVEY (R) 
9. ROBERT P, GRIFFIN (R) 
Muskegon Ordnance Plant (A), 
Muskegon 
10, ELFORD A, CEDERBERG (R) 
Wurtsmith AFB, Oscoda 
11. VICTOR A, KNOX (R) 
Kincheloe AFB, Kinross 
Camp Lucas* (A), Sault Ste Marie 
12, JOHN B, BENNETT (R) 
K.I, Sawyer Airport (AF), Marquette 
13. CHARLES C, DIGGS JR. (D) 
14, LOUIS C, RABAUT (D) 
15, JOHN D, DINGELL (D) 
16. JOHN LESINSKI (D) 
Fort Wayne (A), Detroit 
17, MARTHA W, GRIFFITHS (D) 
18. WILLIAM S, BROOMFIELD (R) 
MINNESOTA 
1. ALBERT H, QUIE (R) 
2. ANCHER NELSEN (R) 
3. CLARK MacGREGOR (R) 
NAS, Minneapolis 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International 
Airport (AF), Minneapolis 
Twin Cities Arsenal* (A), New 
Brighton 
4. JOSEPH E, KARTH (D) 
5. WALTER H, JUDD (R) 
Linear accelerator (AEC), University 
of Minnesota, Minneapolis 
6. FRED MARSHALL (D) 
Boiling Water power reactor (AEC), 
Elk River 
7. H., CARL ANDERSEN (R) 
8. JOHN A, BLATNIK (D) 
Duluth Municipal Airport (AF), Duluth 
9. ODIN LANGEN (R) 
MISSISSIPPI 
1, THOMAS G, ABERNETHY (D) 
Columbus AFB, Columbus 
Gulf Ordnance Plant* (A), Prairie 
2. JAMIE L, WHITTEN (D) 
3. FRANK E, SMITH (D) 
Greenville AFB, Greenville 
4, JOHN BELL WILLIAMS (D) 
5. ARTHUR WINSTEAD (D) 
6. WILLIAM M, COLMER (D) 


Naval Constr. Battalion Ctr., Gulfport 
Keesler AFB, Biloxi 
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MISSOURI 


1, 


FRANK M, KARSTEN (D) 
St. Louis Ordnance Plant* (A), St. 
Louis 


. THOMAS B, CURTIS (R) 


Air Force Records Center, St. Louis 

St. Louis Ordnance Steel Foundry* 
(A), St. Louis 

LEONOR K, SULLIVAN (D) 

Aeronautical Chart & Information 
Center (AF), St. Louis 

St. Louis Area Support Center (A), 
St. Louis 

WILLIAM J, RANDALL (D) 

Richards-Gebaur AFB, Grandview 

Whiteman AFB, Knob Noster 

Lake City Arsenal (A), Lake City 

RICHARD BOLLING (D) 

Kansas City Plant (AEC), Kansas City 

W.R, HULL JR. (D) 

DURWARD G, HALL (R) 

Fort Crowder* (A), Neosho 

RICHARD ICHORD (D) 

Fort Leonard Wood (A), Waynesville 


. CLARENCE CANNON (D) 


Feed Materials Plant (AEC), Weldon 
Spring 

PAUL C, JONES (D) 

Malden Air Base, Malden 


. MORGAN M, MOULDER (D) 


MONTANA 


i. 
2. 


ARNOLD OLSEN (D) 
JAMES F, BATTIN (R) 
Glasgow AFB, Glasgow 
Malstrom AFB, Great Falls 


NEBRASKA 


- 


PHIL WEAVER (R) 

NAD, Hastings 

Sodium graphite power reactor (AEC), 
Hallam 

GLENN CUNNINGHAM (R) 

Lincoln AFB, Lincoln 

Offutt AFB, Omaha 

RALPH F, BEERMANN (R) 

Nebraska Ordnance Plant* (A), Mead 

DAVE MARTIN (R) 

Cornhusker Ordnance Plant* (A), 
Grand Island 

Sioux Ordnance Depot (A), Sidney 


NEVADA 


AL 


WALTER S, BARING (D) 

NAAS, Fallon 

NAD, Hawthorne 

Indian Springs AFB, Indian Springs 
Nellis AFB, Las Vegas 

Stead AFB, Reno 

Camp Desert Rock (A), IndianSprings 
Mercury Nevada Test Site (AEC) 
Tonopah Research facilities (AEC) 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Re 


2. 


CHESTER E, MERROW (R) 
Naval Retraining Command, 
Portsmouth 
Naval Hospital, Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth 
Grenier AFB, Manchester 
Pease AFB, Portsmouth 
PERKINS BASS (R) 
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14 


NEW JERSEY 
By 


WILLIAM T. CAHILL (R) 
Merchant ship reactor (AEC), Camden 


2. MILTON W. GLENN (R) 
3. 


JAMES C, AUCHINCLOSS (R) 
NAS, Lakehurst 

NAD, Earle 

Fort Dix (A), Wrightstown 
Fort Hancock (A), Highlands 
Fort Monmouth (A), Oceanport 
Raritan Arsenal, Metuchen 


. FRANK THOMPSON JR, (D) 


Naval Air Turbine Test Station, 
Trenton 

McGuire AFB, Wrightstown 

Burlington Ordnance Plant* (A), 
Burlington 

Camp Kilmer* (A), Stelton 

Princeton Research facilities (AEC), 
Princeton 


. PETER FRELINGHUYSEN JR. (R) 


Nav. Air Rocket Test Sta., Dover 

Picatinny Arsenal (A), Picatinny 

Picatinny Arsenal Ordnance Facility, 
(AEC), Dover 

FLORENCE P, DWYER (R) 

New Brunswick Laboratory (AEC), 
New Brunswick 


. WILLIAM B, WIDNALL (R) 
. CHARLES S, JOELSON (D) 


FRANK C, OSMERS JR. (R) 
PETER W. RODINO JR. (D) 


. HUGH J. ADDONIZIO (D) 
. GEORGE M, WALLHAUSER (R) 
. CORNELIUS E, GALLAGHER (D) 


Naval Supply Center, Bayonne 

Caven Point Army Terminal*, Jersey 
City. 

DOMINICK V. DANIELS (D) 


NEW MEXICO 


AL JOSEPH M. MONTOYA (D) 
AL THOMAS G, MORRIS (D) 


Naval Ord. Missile Test Fac,, White 
Sands 

Cannon AFB, Clovis 

Holloman AFB, Alamogordo 

Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque 

Walker AFB, Roswell 

Sandia Base (A), Albuquerque 

White Sands Missile Range (A), Las 
Cruces 

Fort Wingate Ordnance Depot (A), 
Gallup 

Sandia Laboratory (AEC), 
Albugerque 

South Albuquerque Works (AEC), 
Albuquerque 

Los Alamos Scientific 
(AEC), Los Alamos 


Laboratory 


NEW YORK 


OTIS G, PIKE (D) 

Suffolk County AFB, Westhampton 
Beach 

Camp Hero* (A), Montauk 

Brookhaven National Laboratory 
(AEC), Upton 


. STEVEN B, DEROUNIAN (R) 


U.S. Naval Training Device Center, 
Port Washington 

Mitchell AFB, Hempstead 

FRANK J, BECKER (R) 


. SEYMOUR HALPERN (R) 


Fort Totten (A), Bayside 
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SO 


13. 


20. 
21. 


22. 
23. 
24, 
25. 
26. 


a7. 


28. 


29. 


30. 
31. 


32. 


33. 
34, 


35. 
36. 


37. 
38. 


39. 
40. 


. JOSEPH P, ADDABBO (D) 


Naval Hospital, St. Albans 


. LESTER HOLTZMAN (D) 
. JAMES J, DELANEY (D) 


Army Pictorial Center, Long Island 
City 


. VICTOR L, ANFUSO (D) 


Naval Receiving Station, Brooklyn 
Naval Shipyard, Brooklyn 


. EUGENE J, KEOGH (D) 
10, 
as 


EDNA F, KELLY (D) 
EMANUEL CELLER (D) 

Fort Hamilton (A), Brooklyn 
Fort Tilden (A), Rockaway Park 


. HUGH L, CAREY (D) 


NAS, Brooklyn 

ABRAHAM J, MULTER (D) 

Military Medical Supply Agency (N), 
Brooklyn 

Manhattan Beach AFS, Sheepshead 
Bay 


. JOHN J, ROONEY (D) 


Brooklyn Army Terminal, Brooklyn 


. JOHN H, RAY (R) 


Fort Wadsworth (A), Staten Island 


. ADAM C, POWELL (D) 
. JOHN V, LINDSAY (R) 


ALFRED E, SANTANGELO (D) 


. LEONARD FARBSTEIN (D) 


Hdqtrs., 3rd ND, N.Y. 

Fort Jay (A), Governors Island 

Miller Field (A), Staten Island 

WILLIAM F, RYAN (D) 

HERBERT ZELENKO (D) 

Accelerator and research facilities 
(AEC), Columbia University, N.Y. 

JAMES C, HEALEY (D) 

JACOB H, GILBERT (D) 

CHARLES A, BUCKLEY (D) 

PAUL A, FINO (R) 

EDWIN B, DOOLEY (R) 

Fort Slocum (A), New Rochelle 

ROBERT R, BARRY (R) 

Cold Spring Battery Plant (A), Cold 
Spring 

KATHARINE ST, GEORGE (R) 

Stewart AFB, Newburgh 

U.S, Military Academy (A), West Point 

J. ERNEST WHARTON (R) 

LEO W, O’BRIEN (D) 

Watervliet Arsenal (A), Watervliet 

CARLETON J. KING (R) 

Plattsburgh AFB, Plattsburgh 

Malta Test Station* (A), Malta 

Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory 
(AEC), West Milton 

SAMUEL S, STRATTON (D) 

Schenectady General Depot (A), 
Schenectady 

Knolls Atomic Power 
(AEC), Schenectady 

CLARENCE E, KILBURN (R) 

Camp Drum* (A), Watertown 

ALEXANDER PIRNIE (R) 

Griffiss AFB, Rome 

R, WALTER RIEHLMAN (R) 

JOHN TABER (R) 

Seneca Ordnance Depot (A), Romulus 

HOWARD W, ROBISON (R) 

JESSICA McC, WEIS (R) 

Research laboratory (AEC), 
University of Rochester, Rochester 

HAROLD C, OSTERTAG (R) 

WILLIAM E, MILLER (R) 

Niagara Falls Municipal Airport (AF), 
Niagara Falls 

Niagara Falls Chemical Plant* (A), 
Niagara Falls 


Laboratory 
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41. 
42. 
43. 


Fort Niagara (A), Youngstown 
Boron Plant (AEC), Niagara Falls 
THADDEUS J, DULSKI (D) 

JOHN R, PILLON (R) 

CHARLES E, GOODELL (R) 


NORTH CAROLINA 


se 
2. 
3. 


au > 


bi, 
42, 


HERBERT C, BONNER (D) 

L.H, FOUNTAIN (D) 

DAVID N. HENDERSON (D) 

MCAS, Cherry Point 

MCAF, New River, Jacksonville 
Naval Hospital, Camp Lejeune 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune 
Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsboro 


. HAROLD D, COOLEY (D) 
. RALPH J. SCOTT (D) 
. HORACE R, KORNEGAY (D) 


Tarheel Ordnance Plant (A), 
Burlington 

ALTON LENNON (D) 

Pope AFB, Fort Bragg 

Fort Bragg (A), Fayetteville 

Sunny Point Army Terminal, 
Southport 


. A, PAUL KITCHIN (D) 


Camp Mackall (A), Hoffman 


. HUGH Q, ALEXANDER (D) 
. CHARLES RAPER JONAS (R) 


Charlotte Ordnance Missile Plant (A), 
Charlotte 

BASIL L, WHITENER (D) 

ROY A, TAYLOR (D) 


NORTH DAKOTA 
AL DON SHORT (R) 
AL HJALMAR C, NYGAARD’ (R) 


Grand Forks AFB, Grand Forks 
Minot AFB, Minot 
Fort Lincoln* (A), Bismarck 


OHIO 


i. 
2. 


GORDON H. SCHERER (R) 

DONALD D, CLANCY’ (R) 

Ridgewood Ordnance Plant* (A), 
Cincinnati 

Aircraft nuclear propulsion facilities 
(AEC), Lockland 


. PAUL F, SCHENCK (R) 


Gentile AFS, Dayton 
Feed Materials Plant (AEC), Fernald 
Mound Laboratory (AEC), Miamisburg 


. WILLIAM M, McCULLOCH (R) 


Lima Ordnance Modification Center* 
(A), Lima 

Lima Ordnance Stee] Foundry* (A), 
Lima 

Organic moderated power reactors 
(AEC), Piqua 


. DELBERT L, LATTA (R) 


Erie Ordnance Depot (A), Port Clinton 


. WILLIAM H, HARSHA JR, (R) 


Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
(AEC), Portsmouth 


. CLARENCE J, BROWN (R) 


Wright-Patterson AFB, Dayton 
Clinton County AFB, Wilmington 


. JACKSON E, BETTS (R) 


Marion Engineer Depot (A), Marion 








OHIO (Contd.) 


9. 


10. 
ai; 


12. 


13. 


14, 
15. 
16. 
i. 


18. 
19, 


20. 
a. 
22, 
23. 


kL. 


2. 


sn > 


Rs 








THOMAS L, ASHLEY (D) 

Rossford Ordnance Depot (A), Toledo 

WALTER H, MOELLER (D) 

ROBERT E, COOK (D) 

Lordstown Military Reservation (A), 
Lordstown 

Ravenna Arsenal* 
Arsenal 

SAMUEL L, DEVINE (R) 

Lockbourne AFB, Columbus 

Columbus General Depot (A), 
Columbus 

Fort Hayes* (A), Columbus 

CHARLES A, MOSHER (R) 

Navy Finance Center, Cleveland 

Plum Brook Ordnance Works* (A), 
Sandusky 

WILLIAM H, AYRES (R) 

TOM V. MOOREHEAD (R) 

FRANK T. BOW (R) 

JOHN M. ASHBROOK (R) 

Wilkins AFS, Shelby 

WAYNE L. HAYS (D) 

MICHAEL J, KIRWAN (D) 

Youngstown Municipal Airport (AF), 
Youngstown 

MICHAEL A, FEIGHAN (D) 

CHARLES A, VANIK (D) 

FRANCES P, BOLTON (R) 

WILLIAM E, MINSHALL (R) 

Cleveland Ordnance Plant (A), 
Cleveland 

Lewis Research Center (NASA), 
Cleveland 


(A), Ravenna 


OKLAHOMA 


PAGE BELCHER (R) 

Vance AFB, Enid 

ED EDMONDSON (D) 

Davis Field (AF), Muskogee 

Oklahoma Ordnance Works* (A), 
Pryor 


. CARL ALBERT (D) 


NAD, McAlester 


. TOM STEED (D) 
. JOHN JARMAN (D) 


Tinker AFB, Oklahoma City 
VICTOR WICKERSHAM (D) 
Altus AFB, Altus 
Clinton-Sherman AFB, Clinton 
Fort Sill (A), Lawton 


OREGON 
. WALTER NORBLAD (R) 


Beaver Army Terminal, Clatskanie 

AL ULLMAN (D) 

Kingsley Field (AF), Klamath Falls 

Umatilla Ordnance Depot (A), 
Hermiston 


. EDITH GREEN (D) 


Portland International Airport (AF), 
Portland 
EDWIN R, DURNO (R) 


PENNSYLVANIA 


WILLIAM A, BARRETT (D) 

Nav. Air Material Center, 
Philadelphia 

Hdqatrs., 4th ND, Nav. Base, 
Philadelphia 

Naval Receiving Station, Philadelphia 

Naval Home, Philadelphia 


Ul & Wh 


onan 


ag. 
12. 
13, 


18, 


BY, 


25. 


26. 


27. 


28. 


29. 


Naval Hospital, Philadelphia 

Marine Barracks, Naval Base, 
Philadelphia 

Marine Corps Supply Activity, 
Philadelphia 

Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia 

Philadelphia Quartermaster Center 
(A), Philadelphia 

Philadelphia Quartermaster Depot 
(A), Philadelphia 

Schuylkill Arsenal* (A), Philadelphia 


. KATHRYN E, GRANAHAN (D) 
. JAMES A, BYRNE (D) 

. ROBERT N.C. NIX (D) 

. WILLIAM J, GREEN JR, (D) 


Aviation Supply Office (N), 
Philadelphia 

Naval Supply Depot, Philadelphia 

General Stores Supply Office (N), 
Philadelphia 

Frankford Arsenal (A), Philadelphia 


. HERMAN TOLL (D) 
. WILLIAM H, MILLIKEN JR. (R) 
. WILLARD S, CURTIN (R) 


Naval Air Devel. Ctr., Johnsville 

Naval Supply Depot, Mechanicsburg 

PAUL B. DAGUE (R) 

Valley Forge General Hospital (A), 
Phoenixville 


. WILLIAM W, SCRANTON (R) 


Scranton Ordnance Plant (A), Scranton 
DANIEL J, FLOOD (D) 

IVOR D, FENTON (R) 

RICHARD S, SCHWEIKER (R) 

NAS, Willow Grove 


. GEORGE M. RHODES (D) 


Birdsboro Ordnance Steel Foundry* 
(A), Birdsboro 

FRANCIS E, WALTER (D) 

Tobyhanna Signal Depot (A), 
Tobyhanna 

VACANCY 

Olmstead AFB, Middleton 

Indiantown Gap Military Reservation 
(A), Annville 


. HERMAN T, SCHNEEBELI (R) 


Cherokee Ordnance Works (A), 
Danville 

Susquehanna Ordnance Sub-Depot* 
(A), Montgomery 

J. IRVING WHALLEY (R) 

Letterkenny Ordnance Depot (A), 
Gulbertson 

GEORGE A, GOODLING (R) 

Naval Ordnance Plant, York 

Carlisle Barracks (A), Carlisle 

New Cumberland General Depot (A), 
New Cumberland 


. JAMES E, VAN ZANDT (R) 
. JOHN H, DENT (D) 

. JOHN P, SAYLOR (R) 

. LEON H, GAVIN (R) 

. CARROLL D, KEARNS (R) 


Keystone Ordnance Works* (A), 
Meadville 

FRANK M, CLARK (D) 

Pressurized Water Reactor (AEC), 
Shippingport 

THOMAS E, MORGAN (D) 

JAMES G, FULTON (R) 

Greater Pittsburgh Airport (AF), 
Coraopolis 

Coraopolis Ordnance Steel Foundry* 
(A), Coraopolis 

WILLIAM S, MOORHEAD (D) 

Accelerator (AEC), Carnegie Institute 
of Technology, Pittsburgh 

ROBERT J, CORBETT (R) 
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ELMER J, HOLLAND (D) 
Bettis Plant (AEC), Pittsburgh 


RHODE ISLAND 


S. 


FERNAND J, ST, GERMAIN* (D) 
Naval Station, Newport 

Naval War College, Newport 
Naval Supply Depot, Newport 
Naval Hospital, Newport 

Public Works Center (N), Newport 


. JOHN E, FOGARTY (D) 


NAS, Quonset Point 
Naval Constr. Battalion Ctr., 
Davisville 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


i, 


> wo 


L. MENDEL RIVERS (D) 

NAD, Charleston 

MCAS, Beaufort 

Hdqtrs, 6th ND, Nav. Base Charleston 

NS, Charleston 

Naval Hospital, Beaufort 

Naval Hospital, Charleston 

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris 
Island 

Naval Shipyard, Charleston 

Charleston AFB, Charleston 

Charleston Transportation Depot (A), 
North Charleston 


. JOHN J, RILEY (D) 


Congaree AFB, Richland 

Shaw AFB, Sumter 

Fort Jackson (A), Columbia 
Savannah River Plant (AEC), Aiken 


. W.J. BRYAN DORN (D) 
. ROBERT T. ASHMORE (D) 


Donaldson AFB, Greenville 


. ROBERT W, HEMPHILL (D) 
. JOHN L, McMILLAN (D) 


Myrtle Beach AFB, Myrtle Beach 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


1. 
2. 


BEN REIFEL (R) 

E. Y. BERRY (R) 

Ellsworth AFB, Rapid City 

Black Hills Ordnance Depot (A), Provo 


TENNESSEE 


E. 


2. 


an 


on 


B, CARROLL REECE (R) 

Holston Ordnance Works (A), Holston 

HOWARD H, BAKER (R) 

Oak Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant 
(AEC), Oak Ridge 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory (AEC), 
Oak Ridge 


. JAMES B, FRAZIER JR. (D) 


Volunteer Ordnance Works* (A), 
Tyner 


. JOE L, EVINS (D) 


Arnold Engineering Development 
Center (AF), Tullahoma 
Sewart AFB, Smyrna 


. J, CARLTON LOSER (D) 


ROSS BASS (D) 
Fort Campbell (A), Clarksville 
TOM MURRAY (D) 


. ROBERT A, EVERETT (D) 


Milan Arsenal (A), Milan 


. CLIFFORD DAVIS (D) 


NAS, Memphis 

Naval Hospital, Memphis 

Mallory AFS, Memphis 

Memphis Municipal Airport (AF), 
Memphis 

Memphis General Depot (A), Memphis 
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TEXAS 


By 


&» Wd 


10, 


16, 


Ry, 


18. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


WRIGHT PATMAN (D) 

Longhorn Ordnance Works (A), 
Karnack 

Lone Star Ordnance Plant (A), Red 
River Arsenal 

Red River Arsenal (A), Hooks 


. JACK BROOKS (D) 


LINDLEY BECKWORTH (D) 


’ SAM RAYBURN (D) 


Perrin AFB, Sherman 
BRUCE ALGER (R) 
NAS, Dallas 


. OLIN E, TEAGUE (D) 


Bryan AFB, Bryan 


. JOHN DOWDY (D) 


ALBERT THOMAS (D) 
Dickson Gun Plant* (A), Houston 


. CLARK THOMPSON (D) 


Foster AFB, Victoria 

Matagorda Island Air Force Range, 
Port O’Connor 

HOMER THORNBERRY (D) 

Bergstrom AFB, Austin 

Camp Gary* (A), San Marcos 

WILLIAM R, POAGE (D) 

Gray AFB, Killeen 

James Connally AFB, Waco 

12th Air Force Headquarters, Waco 

Fort Hood (A), Killeen 


. JAMES C, WRIGHT (D) 


Carswell AFB, Fort Worth 

Fort Worth General Depot (A), Fort 
Worth 

FRANK IKARD (D) 

Sheppard AFB, Wichita Falls 


. JOHN YOUNG (D) 


NAS, Corpus Christi 

NAAS, Chase Field, Beeville 

NAAS, Kingsville 

Naval Hospital, Corpus Christi 

JOE M, KILGORE (D) 

NAAS, Port Isabel 

Harlingen AFB, Harlingen 

Laredo AFB, Laredo 

Moore AFB, Mission 

J.T, RUTHERFORD (D) 

Biggs AFB, El Paso 

William Beaumont General Hospital 
(A), Fort Bliss 

Fort Bliss (A), El Paso 

OMAR BURLESON (D) 

Dyess AFB, Abilene 

Camp Wolters (A), Mineral Wells 

WALTER E, ROGERS (D) 

Amarillo AFB, Amarillo 

Cactus Ordnance Works (A), Etter 

Pantex Plant (AEC), Amarillo 


. GEORGE H, MAHON (D) 


Reese AFB, Lubbock 

Webb AFB, Big Spring 
PAUL J. KILDAY (D) 
Brooks AFB, San Antonio 
Kelly AFB, San Antonio 
Lackland AFB, San Antonio 
Randolph AFB, San Antonio 
Fort Sam Houston (A), San Antonio 
O,. CLARK FISHER (D) 
Goodfellow AFB, San Angelo 
Laughlin AFB, Del Rio 
ROBERT R, CASEY (D) 
Ellington AFB, Houston 


UTAH 


i. 


M,. BLAINE PETERSON (D) 


Clearfield Naval Supply Depot, Ogden, 


Hill AFB, Ogden 
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Utah General Depot (A), Ogden 
Uranium ore processing plant, Lucius 
Pitkin, Inc., Monticello, Utah 


. DAVID S, KING (D) 


Wendover AF Auxiliary Field, 
Wendover 

Fort Douglas (A), Salt Lake City 

Dugway Proving Ground (A), Dugway 

Tooele Ordnance Depot (A), Tooele 


VERMONT 


AL 


ROBERT T, STAFFORD (R) 

Burlington Municipal Airport (AF), 
Burlington 

Ethan Allen AFB, Winooski 


VIRGINIA 


gE. 


au 


10, 
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THOMAS N, DOWNING (D) 

Oceana NAS, Virginia Beach 

Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown 

Fleet Air Defense Training Center 
(N), Virginia Beach 

Langley AFB, Hampton 

Fort Eustis (A), Lee Hall 

Fort Monroe (A), Old Point Comfort 

Fort Story (A), Virginia Beach 

Wallops Station (NASA), 
Wallops Island 

Langley Research Center (NASA), 
Langley Field 

Space Task Group (NASA), Langley 
Field 

PORTER HARDY JR, (D) 

NAS, Norfolk 

NAD , Portsmouth 

Naval Communication Station, Norfolk 

Hdqtrs., 5th ND, Norfolk 

NS, Norfolk 

Naval Administrative Command, 
Armed Forces Staff College,Norfolk 

Naval Amphibious Base, Norfolk 

Fleet Training Center, Norfolk 

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk 

Naval Hospital, Portsmouth 

Public Works Center (N), Norfolk 

Marine Barracks, Portsmouth 

Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth 

Hampton Roads Army Terminal, 
Norfolk 

J. VAUGHAN GARY (D) 

Byrd Field (AF), Richmond 

Richmond Quartermaster Depot (A), 
Richmond 

WATKINS M., ABBITT (D) 

Fort Lee (A), Petersburg 

Camp Pickett* (A), Blackstone 

WILLIAM M, TUCK (D) 

RICHARD H, POFF (R) 

Radford Ordnance Works (A), Pepper 

BURR P, HARRISON (D) 

HOW ARD W, SMITH (D) 

MCAS, Quantico 

Naval Hospital, Quantico 

Naval Weapons Laboratory, Dahlgren 

Marine Corps Schools, Quantico 

Vint Hill Farms Station (A), 
Warrenton 

Camp A,P. Hill (A), Bowling Green 


. W. PAT JENNINGS (D) 


New River Ordnance Plant*(A), Wysor 
JOEL T, BROYHILL (R) 

Arlington Hall Station (A), Arlington 
Fort Belvoir (A), Accotink 

Cameron Station (A), Alexandria 
Fort Myer (A), Arlington 
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THOMAS M., PELLY (R) 

NAS, Seattle 

Hdqtrs., 13th ND, Seattle 

Naval Supply Depot, Seattle 

District Public Works Office, Seattle 
Fort Lawton (A), Seattle 

Seattle Chemical Plant* (A), Seattle 
JACK WESTLAND (R) 

NAS, Whidbey Is., Oak Harbor 

Naval Radio Station, Jim Creek, Oso 
Paine Field (AF), Everett 


. JULIA B. HANSEN (D) 
. CATHERINE MAY (R) 


Larson AFB, Moses Lake 

Yakima Firing Center (A), Yakima 
Camp Hanford (A), Richland 
Hanford Works (AEC), Richland 
WALT HORN (R) 

Fairchild AFB, Spokane 

Geiger Field (AF), Spokane 
George-Wright AFB, Spokane 


. THOR C, TOLLEFSON (R) 


McChord AFB, Tacoma 

Madigan General Hospital (A), Fort 
Lewis 

Mt. Rainier Ordnance Depot (A), Fort 
Lewis 

NAD, Bangor, Bremerton 

Naval Torpedo Station, Keyport 

Naval Hospital, Bremerton 

Naval Shipyard, Puget Sound, 
Bremerton 

Fort Lewis (A), Tacoma 


. DON MAGNUSON (D) 


Auburn Depot Activity* (A), Auburn 


WEST VIRGINIA 


Be 


ARCH A, MOORE JR, (R) 
Marshall Plant* (A), Natrium 


. HARLEY O, STAGGERS (D) 


CLEVELAND M, BAILEY (D) 
KEN HECHLER (D) 
ELIZABETH KEE (D) 
JOHN M, SLACK JR, (D) 
Naval Ordnance Plant,* 

South Charleston 


WISCONSIN 


2 
2. 
3. 


a 


— 


PF SeEne 


HENRY C, SCHADEBERG (R) 

Richard Bong AFB, Kansasville 

ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER (D) 

Truax Field (AF), Madison 

VERNON W, THOMSON (R) 

Badger Ordnance Works*(A), Baraboo 

Camp McCoy* (A), Sparta 

CLEMENT J, ZABLOCKI (D) 

Gen, Billy Mitchell Field (AF), 
Milwaukee 

HENRY S, REUSS (D) 

Disciplinary Barracks (A), Milwaukee 

WILLIAM K, VAN PELT (R) 

MELVIN R. LAIRD (R) 

JOHN W. PYRNES (R) 

LESTER R, JOHNSON (D) 

ALVIN E, O’KONSKI (R) 


WYOMING 


AL 


WILLIAM HENRY HARRISON (R) 
Francis E, Warren AFB, Cheyenne 
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CONGRESS AND PRESIDENT CLEAR FEED GRAINS PROGRAM 


The House March 21, by a 231-185 roll-call vote, and 
the Senate March 22, by a 58-31 roll-call vote, agreed to 
the conference report (H Rept 170)on the Administration’s 
emergency feed grains program for 1961 (HR 4510). (For 
voting see charts.p. 505, 506) 

President Kennedy signed the bill into law (PL 87-5) 
a few hours after the Senate vote andthe Agriculture De- 
partment took immediate steps to put the program into 
effect. The President said success of the program de- 
pended upon the number of farmers who agree to reduce 
acreage (the goal was 70 percent of grain producers). 

Included in the final bill was a watered-down version 
of the controversial Section 3 provision of the House 
bill, allowing the Secretary of Agriculture to sell feed 
grains on the open market inorder todrive down the mar- 
ket price so that farmers who did not participate in the 
bill’s land-retirement program would not benefit from 
the price-support ‘‘umbrella,’’ 

The bill, in the form it emerged from conference, 
was endorsed by the Administration. Although the Agri- 
culture Department had initially requested broader pow- 
ers for market sales than the conference committee 
recommended in revising Section 3, House Majority 
Leader John W. McCormack (D Mass.)said during debate 
March 21 that ‘‘the substance of the House bill has been 
preserved and maintained in the conference report’’ and 
“‘the President is satisfied.’’ 

Secretary of Agriculture Orville L, Freeman said the 
plan would reduce eventual Government costs for the 1961 
feed grain program by $400-$600 million compared with 
costs under previous legislation, and at the same time 
give farmers participating in the land-retirement pro- 
gram a 10 percent increase in income. 


SECTION 3 COMPROMISE 


HR 4510 was designed to encourage farmers to cut 
back production of corn and grain sorghums. The bill 
offered farmers incentives, in the form of payments in 
cash or in kind (to be determined by the Secretary of 
Agriculture), to reduce acreage planted to corn and grain 
sorghums in 1961 by upto 40 percent compared with 1959- 
60. As added inducements to farmer participation, the 
bill permitted the Secretary of Agriculture to raise corn 
supports to more than 65 percent of parity but made farm- 
ers who did not retire at least 20 percent of their corn 
and grain sorghums land ineligible for price supports on 
those two crops and any other feed grains designated by 
the Secretary. 

The initial House version ofthe bill, passed March 9, 
also contained one additional inducement to farmer par- 
ticipation; in Section 3, it permitted the Secretary to sell 
corn and grain sorghums from Government stockpiles on 
the open market at 17 percent below the support price. 
The release of such grain on the market was intended to 
drive the free market price for corn down, if necessary 
to $1 a bushel (compared with $1.20 to which Freeman 
raised corn supports under the bill), sothat farmers who 


did not participate in the acreage-retirement plan would 
not be protected by the price-support ‘‘umbrella.’’ It was 
argued that the threat inherent in this power was neces- 
sary to insure sufficient compliance (70 percent partici- 
partion in the land-retirement plan) to make the emer- 
gency feed grains program work. Section 3 was attacked, 
however, as giving the Secretary unprecedented power to 
manipulate the price of grain and possibly break the 
grain trade. The Senate version of HR 4510, passed March 
10, did not contain a similar provision. (Weekly Report 
p. 383, 420) 

In conference, Section 3 was considerably revised. 
Instead of permitting the Secretary to sell unlimited 
amounts of grain from Government stocks at 17 percent 
below the support price, the conference version, in ef- 
fect, permitted him to buy back from the farmers, for 
cash, the certificates for payments-in-kind issued under 
the land-retirement program, and then to sell those cer- 
tificates on the market, at the market price, at such 
times as he chose. He would be free, in other words, to 
accumulate large amounts of certificates and place them 
on the market at times and in areas where such action 
would push down the market price for non-participants 
in the land-retirement plan. 

The House Agriculture Committee’s Vice Chairman, 
W.R. Poage (D Texas), said the effect of the new Section 
3 would be to give the Secretary of Agriculture power to 
keep the free market price for corn at about $1 a bushel, 
the current price, while supported corn rose to $1.20 
under the bill. 

The two House Republican members of the conference 
committee, Reps. Charles B. Hoeven (lowa) and Albert 
H. Quie (Minn.), refused to sign the conference report. 
One of the Senate Republican conferees signed -- Milton 
R. Young (N.D.) -- and two did not -- George D, Aiken 
(Vt.) and Bourke B. Hickenlooper (lowa). All Democratic 
conferees signed the report. They were Reps. Harold D. 
Cooley (N.C.), Poage, and Paul C, Jones (Mo.), and Sens, 
Allen J, Ellender (La.), Olin D. Johnston (S.C.), Spessard 
L. Holland (Fla.) and Herman E. Talmadge (Ga.). 

Republican opposition to the final bill was explained 
by Hoeven in floor debate on the conference report. 
Hoeven said, ‘‘I fear that the new Section 3 will still au- 
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to manipulate and 
control the corn and feed grain market....’" He said the 
only ‘‘practical difference is that the Secretary under the 
revised version of Section 3 would not have as much grain 
at his command with which to manipulate the feed grain 
market.’’ 


OTHER CHANGES 


The conference report resolved eight major dif- 
ferences between the House and Senate versions of HR 
4510, aside from those involving Section 3, as follows: 

(1) The House version made participation in the 
corn and grain sorghums acreage-retirement plana con- 
dition for receipt of price supports on soybeans and any 
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other oilseed crop designated by the Secretary. The 
Senate version did not, and it prevailed in conference. 

(2) The House version made supports available only 
on ‘‘normal’’ production of corn and grain sorghums grown 
on eligible acres. Normal production was defined as av- 
erage per acre yield in 1959-60, The Senate version made 
supports available on all corn and grain sorghums grown 
on eligible acres. The House version prevailed. 

(3) The House version permitted farmers participat- 
ing in the acreage-reduction program to plant on land cut 
back from corn and grain sorghums any crop designated 
by the Secretary (except popcorn) that was notin surplus, 
not price-supported and not used primarily for animal 
feed; or alternatively to put such land to conservation 
practices, The Senate version permitted only conserva- 
tion uses on such land. The conference report compro- 
mised this difference, permitting farmers either to put 
the retired land to conservation and receive the land- 
retirement payments, or to plant certain specified crops 
that might be designated by the Secretary, namely, castor 
beans, sunflower, safflower or sesame, and forego the 
land-retirement payments. 

(4) The House version required a farmer to retire 
20 percent of his corn and grain sorghum acreage to be 
eligible for supports on those crops, and also permitted 
him to retire another 20percentifhe wished. The Senate 
version required a 30 percent acreage reduction as a con- 
dition of eligibility for price supports. The House version 
prevailed. 

(5) The House version permitted the Secretary of 
Agriculture to set cornsupports at anything above 65 per- 
cent of parity, leaving the exact figure up to him. The 
Senate version specified supports at $1.20 (74 percent of 
parity), since that was the figure Freeman had said he 
would actually set. The House version prevailed. 

(6) The House version excluded silage from the pro- 
visions of the bill. The Senate versiondid not. The Sen- 
ate version prevailed. 

(7) The House version permitted the Secretary to ob- 
ligate up to $500 million in cash or payments-in-kind to 
pay for the land-retirement payments. The Senate version 
authorized obligation of whatever amounts were neces- 
sary to carry out the program, and it prevailed. 

(8) The conferees adopted a Senate provision per- 
mitting the Secretary to pay a farmer upto half his land- 
retirement payments in advance of determination of 
performance. 


PROVISIONS -- The final version of HR 4510, the 
1961 Feed Grains Program: 

Permitted the Secretary of Agriculture to raise price 
supports for corn in 1961 to more than 65 percent of 
parity. (Under existing law, supports on other feed grains 
are tied to those for corn and would go up automatically 
if corn were raised.) 

Made farmers eligible for price supports on corn 
and grain sorghums, and on any other feed grain desig- 
nated by the Secretary, only if they agreed to reduce acre- 
age planted to corn and grain sorghums by 20 percent of 
their average acreage in 1959-60 (or by 20acres, which- 
ever was greater). Price supports would be paid only on 
‘“‘normal’’ yields on the acres remaining eligible, figured 
on the basis of average yields per acre in 1959-60. 

Authorized farmers to put the acreage cut back from 
corn and grain sorghums either to conservation practices 
or, if designated by the Secretary, to crops of castor 
beans, safflower, sunflower or sesame. Only farmers 





who put the cutback acreage to conservation practices 
would be eligible for the land-retirement payments pro- 
vided in the bill. 

Authorized the Secretary to compensate farmers for 
their cutback acreage by making land-retirement pay- 
ments in cash or in kind (from Government stocks), which- 
ever he preferred. Farmers would be paid support prices 
for half of the crop they might have raised, based on 1959- 
60 average yields. 

Permitted farmers to retire an additional 20 percent 
of their corn and grains sorghums acreage, ifthey chose, 
and to receive additional land-retirement payments (in- 
kind only) valued at the support price of 60 percent of 
production lost, based on 1959-60 average yields. 

Permitted the Secretary, in figuring 1959-60 acre- 
age and yields for all purposes under the bill, to make 
adjustments to provide for abnormal factors affecting 
production and to give consideration to the effects of crop 
rotation practices. 

Required payments in kind under the bill to be made 
by issuance of negotiable certificates redeemable for Gov- 
ernment stocks of cornand grain sorghums within 30 days 
of issuance; the value of certificates redeemed after 30 
days would be reduced by Government costs for storage 
and carrying charges on the grain. 

Authorized the Secretary to make cash advances to 
farmers for the certificates and to sell the certificates 
whenever he believed it would have an effect on the mar- 
ket most likely to effectuate the aims of the 1961 Feed 
Grains Program. 

Permitted the Secretary to pay a farmer up to half 
his land-retirement payments in advance. 

Authorized the Secretary to obligate whatever 
amounts of money were necessary to carry out the pro- 
gram. 

Required the Secretary to submit a detailed report 
on the program to Congress within 90 days after it went 
into effect. 


SUGAR ACT 


The House March 21 passed, by a 284-129 roll-call 
vote, and sent to the Senate a bill (HR 5463) extending the 
Sugar Act of 1948 from March 31, 1961 to Dec. 31, 1962 
and granting the President power to take away from the 
Dominican Republic any quota ‘‘bonus’’ that might accrue 
to that country, above and beyond its regular quota, from 
redistribution of quota amounts cut back from Cuba, The 
bill was considered under suspension of the rules, a pro- 
cedure that prohibits floor amendments, and was passed 
by only eight votes more than the required two-thirds 
majority. (For voting, see chart p. 506) 

A 1960 extension of the Sugar Act (PL 86-592) per- 
mitted the President to reduce, partly or completely, 
Cuba’s regular quota of sugar shipped to the United 
States. The formula for redistributing the Cuban cutback 
gave the Dominican Republic a large ‘‘bonus’’ in addition 
to its regular quota, but because of the severance of U.S. 
relations with the Dominican government in August 1960, 
the Administration in 1961 asked for authority to take 
away the ‘‘bonus.’’ 

In House debate Rep. W.R. Poage (D Texas) objected 
to the provision on the grounds that it would encourage an 
overthrow of the Dominican government of Generalissimo 
Rafael L. Trujillo Molina. The result, he said, might be 
a communist government in that country. 
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Other objections to the bill were based on the length 
of the extension, which some said should be reduced to 
nine months so that a long-range revision ofthe Act would 
be completed before Congress adjourned, They argued 
there was need for adjustment of foreign import quotas 
and of domestic production, which is closely regulated 
by the Act. Poage and other Representatives from beet- 
producing areas who wanted increased production quotas 
said the 21-month extension would delay expansion of the 
beet sugar industry. Rep. Catherine May (R Wash.) said 
that until the additional market was made available on a 
permanent basis, producers could not obtain loans for the 
construction of mills and other facilities necessary for 
processing beet sugar. 

House Agriculture Committee Chairman Harold D. 
Cooley (D N.C.) said his Committee would begin hearings 
on over-all revision of the Act in May and that additional 
beet quotas would be ‘‘useless’’ at the current time since 
beet producers fell 350,000 tons short of filling their 1960 
quotas. He said every major segment ofthe sugar indus- 
try had agreed to a 21-month extension. 

BACKGROUND -- The House Agriculture Committee 
March 14 reported HR 5463 (H Rept 79) with amendments. 
(Weekly Report p. 425) 

In order to prevent the transshipment of Cuban sugar 
through other countries into the United States, the report 
said, the Administration should take added precautions to 
ensure that imports of refined sugar actually had been 
produced in the country which exported it. 


PROVISIONS -- As passed by the House, HR 5463: 

Extended the quota provisions of the Sugar Act, as 
amended, through Dec. 31, 1962. 

Continued the President’s authority, through Dec. 31, 
1962, to assign to Cuba a quota of whatever amount was in 
the United States’ national interest, but not larger than 
Cuba would have received had its old quota simply been 
extended. (Cuba was not assigned any quota for the first 
three months of 1961.) 

Authorized the President, if he assigned Cuba a new 
quota lower than it would have received by extension of 
its old quota, to obtain sufficient sugar to make up for the 
reduction in the supply coming from Cuba as follows: 

Amounts that would have been assigned to Cuba to 
make up for domestic deficits could be redistributed 
among domestic producers if the President so wished. 

Any remaining deficits from the cut in the Cuban 
quota would be made up first by ‘‘purchase’’ (not quota 
allocation) from countries having quotas of 3,000- 10,000 
tons (Costa Rica, Haiti, Panama, the Netherlands and 
Nationalist China) to the extent that their exports to the 
U.S. would be raised to 10,000 tons. 

Cuban deficits remaining after this initial distribu- 
tion would be made up 15 percent by purchases from the 
Philippines and the remainder by purchases, at specified 
percentages, from other quota countries, except that pur- 
chases need not be authorized from any country with which 
the U.S. does not have diplomatic relations. 

If these provisions failed to provide sufficient sugar, 
additional supplies could be purchased from any foreign 
country, regardless of quota provisions, and refined sugar 
could be imported if sufficient raw sugar was not avail- 
able. 

Requested the President, in carrying out the above 
provision, to give ‘‘consideration...to countries of the 
Western Hemisphere and to those countries purchasing 
U.S, agricultural commodities.”’ 


Floor Action - 3 


DEBATE -- March 21 -- Cooley -- Unless the bill 
were enacted before the current Act expires March 31, 
‘‘chaos would prevail in the sugar markets of America 
and perhaps’’ throughout the world. 

Walter Rogers (D Texas) -- ‘‘Three million tons of 
the Cuban quota is being handed over to other foreign 
nations and the American farmer is being denied the op- 
portunity to produce even one pound more.”’ 

Victor L. Anfuso (D N.Y.) -- The bill will promote 
‘‘friendship with the 200 million inhabitants’’ of Latin 
America. 

Edward J, Derwinski (R Ill.) -- The quota system 
creates an ‘‘artificially high price’’ for sugar. 


FOREIGN CENTRAL BANKS 


The House March 21 passed by voice vote and sent to 
the Senate a bill (HR 5189) to exempt all foreign central 
banks of issue from the U.S, tax on interest earned from 
investments in U.S. Government obligations. (Existing law 
provided exemption for only certain foreign central 
banks.) The bill stipulated that the taxexemption was not 
intended to apply to any obligations held for commercial 
purposes. 

HR 5189 was the first of President Kennedy’s propo- 
sals to help alleviate the balance of payments problem to 
be adopted by either chamber. It was designed to lessen 
the outflow of gold by providing foreign governments with 
an incentive to hold interest-bearing U.S. securities in 
place of gold. 

BACKGROUND -- HR 5189 was reported by the Ways 
and Means Committee March 6. (Weekly Report p. 388). 

DEBATE -- March 21 -- Victor A. Knox (R Mich.) -- 
‘*...before we exempt these foreign banks from tax liabil- 
ity, we should give some consideration to granting a simi- 
lar exemption for the benefit of our citizens who hold 
Government bonds.’’ 

Noah M, Mason (R II1.) -- HR 5189is ‘‘proper legis- 
lation and deserves approval’’ but ‘‘taken by itself is more 
of a placebo than it is a meaningful panacea to deal with 
the problem of the outflow of gold.’’ 


WATERFRONT SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES 


The House March 21 passed by voice vote and sent 
to the Senate a bill (HR 4469) designed to bar ‘‘security 
risks’’ from employment as merchant seamen or long- 
shoremen. HR 4469 amended the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 to provide that any individual who 
willfully failed to appear, refused to answer, or falsely 
answered, questions on subversive activities when sum- 
moned by any federal agency (including Congressional 
committees) should not be employed on any U.S. merchant 
vessel or waterfront facility. The bill empowered the 
President to institute such measures as he deemed neces- 
sary to carry out the legislation. 

HR 4469 was passed on the Consent Calendar. It had 
been previously called up March 6 but was blocked by an 
objection from Rep. John V. Lindsay (R N.Y.). Under 
House procedure, three objectors are needed to block a 
bill the second time it is called onthe Consent Calendar. 
Only Lindsay and William Fitts Ryan (D N.Y.) objected 
March 21. Both questioned the constitutionality of the 
measure and requested that the bill be removed from 
the Consent Calendar to allow full debate. 

BACKGROUND -- The House Un- American Activities 
Committee reported HR 4469 (H Rept 25) Feb. 23. The 
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report said that since the Ninth Circuit Court Oct. 26, 
1955 in Parker v. Lester, and the Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia Nov. 5, 1959 in Graham v, 
Richmond, had effectively invalidated the U.S. Coast 
Guard security screening system, ‘‘hundreds of seamen 
who had been screened off merchant vessels as security 
risks have procured seamen’s documents.”’ 

The report said HR 4469 was ‘‘patterned after’’ a 
provision of the California code which required any public 
employee to give information on subversive activity when 
summoned before an appropriate local, state or federal 
agency, or lose his job. The validity of the state law was 
upheld Feb. 29, 1961 by the U.S. Supreme Court in the case 
of Nelson and Globe v. County of Los Angeles. The two 
men were county employees. (1960 Weekly Report p. 334) 


EDUCATIONAL TV 


The Senate March 21 passed, by a 67-13 roll-call 
vote, an amended bill (S 205) authorizing a five-year pro- 
gram of federal grants to state school agencies and col- 
leges and state educational television commissions for the 
construction or improvement of educational TV facilities. 
Each state and the District of Columbia was limited to no 
more than $1 million in grants. (For voting, see chart 
p. 505) 

Similar bills were passed by the Senate in the 85th and 
86th Congresses but did not clear the House. 

Prior to passage, the Senate adopted by voice vote 
an amendment by Kenneth B, Keating (R N.Y.) excluding 
private non-profit organizations from the list of those 
eligible to apply for the funds. The amendment, however, 
permitted a state agency, after receiving the federal 
grant, to finance establishment of educational TV facili- 
ties by a non-profit organization. 

Keating said his amendment was designed to prevent 
ultimate federal control of educational television by giving 
states complete control of the program. He said his 
amendment also was designed to meet, in part, objec- 
tions of the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, 
Abraham A, Ribicoff, who March 17 had written the Sen- 
ate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee that ‘‘the 
planning and activating of educational television installa- 
tions should follow a state pattern.’’ Ribicoff opposed 
enactment of S 205 as premature. 

Sen, Frank J. Lausche (D Ohio), objecting tothe bill, 
said the per capita income of a state should be the gov- 
erning factor for fund distribution. But Warren G. Mag- 
nuson (D Wash.), author of the bill and chairman of the 
Commerce Committee, said a formula based upon need 
would be ‘‘almost impossible to administer’’ because the 
program was not a permanent grant-in-aid. Undera per 
capita formula, he said, the bill would t.ave had to grant 
**10 times as much.”’ 


PROVISIONS -- As passed by the Senate, S 205: 

Authorized appropriations of federal grants to the 
states for the construction or improvement of educational 
television broadcasting facilities. 

Limited the total in grants for each state and the 
District of Columbia to $1 million. 

Required that, to be eligible, a state provide assur- 
ance that the necessary funds to operate and maintain the 
facilities will be available, that operation will be under 
its control and the facilities used only for educational 
purposes, 

Limited disbursement of the grants to astate agency 
responsible for the supervision of public schools, state 


educational television commissions, and state-controlled 
colleges or universities. 

Permitted any of the above to distribute their grants 
to non-profit organizations concerned with educational 
TV, provided the organizations retained control over 
the operation of the facilities. 

Authorized the U.S. Commissioner of Education in the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare to adminis- 
ter the program, but declared that the authority gave him 
no control over television broadcasting. 

Limited ‘‘broadcasting facilities’’ to television 
transmission apparatus, including closed-circuit TV. 

Required grant recipients to maintain records on ex- 
penditures of the funds and to make them available on 
request to the Commissioner or the Comptroller General. 

Terminated the program five years after enactment. 

DEBATE -- March 21 -- Magnuson -- Only 54 of 268 
television channels set aside by the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission for educational purposes have been put 
to use. 

John Sherman Cooper (R Ky.) -- The bill would take 
an ‘‘immediate and giant step toward bringing quality 
education into every classroom in the country.’’ 

Lausche -- It is obvious that the ‘‘programis a mere 
beginning’’ to additional federal expenditures for educa- 
tional television. 


COMMITTEE ACTION 


COMMITTEE -- Senate Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

HEARINGS -- March 1 and 2 on S 205. 

TESTIMONY -- March | -- William Harley, president 
of the National Assn. of Educational Broadcasters, saida 
national educational television network would be a ‘‘vital 
force’’ which would be entirely possible if sufficient com- 
munity facilities were constructed. 

James T. Aubrey Jr., president of the Columbia 
Broadcasting System’s television network, said communi- 
ties would be able to finance the operation of educational 
television systems, but not their construction. He said 
educational television could ‘‘greatly supplement the tra- 
ditional tools of education.”’ 

The National Education Assn., in a statement sub- 
mitted to the Committee, supported the proposal and said 
educational television was perhaps the ‘‘most dramatic of 
all instructional aids’’ at a teacher’s disposal. 

March 2 -- Frederick W. Ford of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission recommended legislation to 
force TV manufacturers to build sets capable of receiving 
the channels, principally UHF, set aside for educational 
use, 

ACTION -- The Committee March 14 reported S 205 
(S Rept 67) with an amendment which required grant re- 
cipients to keep records on how the funds were used and 
to make the records available on request tothe Commis- 
sioner of Education, the Comptroller General or their 
authorized representatives. 

The report said the grants could be made for full or 
partial cost of new equipment and in a single payment or 
in installments, according to the judgment of the Com- 
missioner. 

RELATED DEVELOPMENTS -- March 21-23 -- The 
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Communications 
and Power Subcommittee held hearings on five bills (HR 
132, 645, 965, 2910, 5099) to provide federal grants for 
educational broadcasting facilities. 
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RAILROAD UNEMPLOYMENT 


The Senate March 16 passed, by voice vote, and sent 
to the White House a bill (HR 5075) authorizing the Rail- 
road Retirement Board to extend duration of benefits by 
up to 50 percent for workers who had exhausted normal 
benefits under the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act. 

The bill was passed by voice vote of the House March 
6. Rep. Oren Harris (D Ark.) said during debate that the 
provision in the bill for raising about $21.5 million by 
increasing the Railroad Retirement tax (paid by railroads) 
by one-quarter of one percent in fiscal 1962-63 would 
about cover the cost of extending aid to 60,000 or more 
workers expected to become eligible. Workers would be 
eligible who had exhausted benefits between June 30, 1960 
and April 1, 1962. Special benefits would be limited to 
65 days. 

The bill was endorsed by the Railroad Retirement 
Board, the Assn. of American Railroads and the Railway 
Labor Executives’ Assn. It was reported by the House 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee (H Rept 54) 
March 3 and by the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Com- 
mittee (S Rept 72) March 15. 

President Kennedy March 22 asked Congress for $24 
million in supplemental fiscal 1961 appropriations to 
finance Treasury advances to the railroad fund. 


UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 


The House March 22, by a 362-31 roll-call vote, and 
the Senate the same day, by voice vote, agreed to the con- 
ference report (H Rept 183) on the Temporary Extended 
Unemployment Compensation Act of 1961 (HR 4806). (For 
House vote, see chart p. 506) 

The Act authorized federal advances to the states to 
enable them to extend unemployment benefits by up to 13 
weeks for workers who exhausted regular benefits under 
state unemployment insurance programs. 

The bill provided for repayment of the federal ad- 
vances by increasing the net federal unemployment tax 
levied on employers from four-tenths of 1 percent to 
eight-tenths for calendar years 1962-63. Debate centered 
on the “‘pooling’’ aspects ofthe financing provision, which 
affected employers in all states. 

Several Congressmen said it was unfair to tax firms 
in one state to pay for benefits paid out in another, and 
that nine ‘‘deficit’’ states would be the only beneficiaries 
of the “‘pooling’’ arrangement. (See box on next page) 

House Ways and Means Committee Chairman Wilbur 
D. Mills (D Ark.), however, saidthat requiring each state 
to repay by itself the entire amount it took in advances 
had been tried during the last recession, in a 1958 tem- 
porary unemployment benefits law (PL 85-441) similar to 
HR 4806, and had put 17 states in ‘‘enough trouble’’ to 
justify not repeating the same arrangement. (1958 Alma- 
nac p. 153) 

(The Labor Department March 23 said none of the 
states, plus the District of Columbia, that borrowed money 
in 1958 had made any repayment so far, and together all 
17 still owed the Federal Government $445,677,000. The 
17: Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, California, Delaware, 
District of Columbia, Indiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and West Virginia). 

In drawing up the final version of the bill, conferees 
resolved these differences: a Senate provision reducing 
benefits to persons receiving pensions was relaxed to 
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include additional exemptions from the reduction; a Senate 
provision requiring certain reports from the Secretary of 
Labor was adopted; a certain provision imposing the tem- 
porary tax increase in 1961-62 instead of 1962-63 was re- 
jected; a Senate provision raising the ceiling on federal 
grants to the states for employment security administra- 
tion from $350 million a year to $425 million annually for 
1961-62 was changed to read $385 million and $415 million; 
and instead of authorizing redistribution among the states 
of $55 million expected to be left over from the tax in- 
crease after all advances were paid (both versions ori- 
ginally permitted this), the conference report left it to 
Congress to dispose of any surplus in 1964, 

BACKGROUND -- For initial House and Senate pass- 
age of the bill, see Weekly Report p. 345, 419. 


PROVISIONS -- The final version of HR 4806: 

Authorized the Secretary of Labor and the states to 
conclude agreements for federal advances of money to the 
states to enable them to prolong duration of benefits by 
50 percent for any jobless worker who exhausted his regu- 
lar benefits under state unemployment insurance pro- 
grams between June 30, 1960 and March 31,1962. Weeks 
of unemployment for which the special benefits would be 
paid would begin when the agreements were concluded, 
and continue through March 31, 1962. However, a worker 
who started to receive the special benefits before March 
31, 1962, and had not used them up by March 31, could 
continue to receive them through June 30, 1962. 

Limited the special benefits to 13 weeks andthe total 
of all benefits in a year (regular plus special) to 39 weeks. 

Created a Federal Extended Compensation Account 
within the Unemployment Trust Fund and directed that 
funds from the Account be used to repay the Federal Gov- 
ernment for advances to the states under the Act. To 
finance the Account, the net federal unemployment tax 
was raised from four-tenths of 1 percent to eight-tenths 
for calendar 1962-63 only. 

Required the Secretary of Labor to report to Con- 
gress, on a sample basis, the personal characteristics, 
employment background and other facts about persons 
aided under the Act. 

Raised the ceiling on federal grants to the states 
for administration of their employment security sys- 
tems to $385 million for fiscal 1961 and $415 million 
for fiscal 1962. 

Reduced weekly payments to any person under the 
Act by the amount he was receiving, if anything, from 
public and private pensions, except disability and Vet- 
erans Administration payments, Social Security Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance, and workmen’s compensation. 

Authorized special federal advances for extension 
of benefits to persons covered by the ex-servicemen’s 
and federal employees’ unemployment insurance pro- 
gram, 

RELATED DEVELOPMENTS -- March 15 -- Presi- 
dent Kennedy asked the Senate (S Doc 19) to include in 
the House-passed Third Supplemental Appropriations 
bill for fiscal 1961 (HR 5188) $1,009,100,000 to finance 
the advances provided in HR 4806. (Weekly Report 
p. 385) 

March 21 -- The Labor Department said funds for 
regular benefits for the ex-servicemen’s and federal 
employees’ unemployment program were exhausted and 
payments to about 130,000 persons would have to stop 
until Congress completed action on HR 5188, carrying $70 
million for this program. 
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Costs and Benefits 


The chart below shows tax collections and benefit 
payments under HR 4806 as estimated by the Labor 
Department March 15. Amounts are in millions of 
dollars. Benefits payments do not include payments 
to federal civilian employees and ex-servicemen, 


*'Deficit’’ state 











STATE TAX BENEFIT 
COLLECTIONS PAYMENTS 
ALABAMA 12.2 10.0 
ALASKA 1.2 2.2 
ARIZONA 5.7 y 
ARKANSAS §.3 4.7 
CALIFORNIA 99.4 80.0* 
COLORADO 8.3 2.0 
CONNECTICUT 18.5 18.2 
DELAWARE 3.2 2.0 
D. OF C. 5.5 22 
FLORIDA 21.4 2.5 
GEORGIA 16.7 12.0 
HAWAII 3.1 © 
IDAHO 2.5 1.6 
ILLINOIS 68.6 40.0 
INDIANA 28.0 26.0 
IOWA 10.8 3.5 
KANSAS 8.5 ee 
KENTUCKY 10.6 15.0* 
LOUISIANA 13.1 12.9 
MAINE 4.5 2.0 
MARYLAND 15.8 10.0 
MASSACHUSETTS 34.2 30.0 
MICHIGAN 46.6 93.0* 
MINNESOTA 16.0 14.4 
MISSISSIPPI 5.7 7.2 
MISSOURI 23.6 11.0 
MONTANA 2 4 - 
NEBRASKA 5.2 — 
NEVADA 2.0 2.0 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 3.4 .4 
NEW JERSEY 39.7 §1.2* 
NEW MEXICO 3.9 i 
NEW YORK 119.9 170.0* 
NORTH CAROLINA 19.9 739 
NORTH DAKOTA 1.6 B 
OHIO 62.4 85.0* 
OKLAHOMA 8.9 5.8 
OREGON 9.6 10.6* 
PENNSYLVANIA 70.7 82.0* 
PUERTO RICO 3.2 3.2 
RHODE ISLAND $.5 5:5 
SOUTH CAROLINA oe pe 
SOUTH DAKOTA 1.6 a 
TENNESSEE 15.0 8.0 
TEXAS 42.1 3.0 
UTAH 4.1 2.0 
VERMONT 1.7 .6 
VIRGINIA 16.1 53 
WASHINGTON 15.4 8.9 
WEST VIRGINIA 8.4 wy 
WISCONSIN 21.5 16.0 
WYOMING 3 lad 
TOTAL $ 984.0 $ 928.2 





MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 


The House March 23 passed by a 411-Oroll-call vote 
and sent to the Senate an amended bill (HR 5000) author- 
izing $804,573,000 in fiscal 1962 for construction at mili- 
tary installations in the United States and abroad. Of the 
total, $756,826,000 represented authorizations for new 
projects and $47,747,000 was for deficiency authorizations 
to increase spending ceilings on projects authorized 
in previous years and not yet completed. 

About 60 percent of new authorizations for the three 
active services went to the Air Force, and about 60 per- 
cent of that figure was earmarked specifically for site 
construction for ballistic missile systems. Reserve 
components were authorized a total of $53,193,000. 

An amendment offered by Rep. Sidney R. Yates (D 
Ill.) and accepted by a 267-145 roll-call vote knocked 
$3,812,000 out of the bill that would have gone for an 
Army Quartermaster research center in Natick, Mass. 
The project involved transferring the Quartermaster 
Corps’ Food and Container Institute from its current 
location in Chicago (in Yates’ district) to the Massachu- 
setts location. The move was recommended by the Secre- 
tary of the Army. (For voting, see chart p. 506) 

BACKGROUND -- The military construction bill was 
reported by the House Armed Services Committee March 
6 (H Rept 55). The Committee version called for authori- 
zations of $808,375,000, compared to appropriations for 
military construction in fiscal 1961 of $994,855,000. The 
Defense Department had asked for $870,844,000. 

Funds to complete most of the work on Strategic Air 
Command and Atlas ICBM bases were provided in fiscal 
1961, the report said, but authorizations in fiscal 1962 
were necessary for the construction of bases for the Titan, 
Minuteman and Polaris missiles. Funds in fiscal 1962 
were also necessary for improving the Nike-Hercules and 
Hawk air defense missile systems and the Nike-Zeus 
antimissile development program. 

The report said the only new base for which funds 
were authorized was the Navy’s proposed Atlantic Under- 
water Test and Evaluation Center, to be built at a secret 
location. 

The report said the Committee rejected a Budget 
Bureau recommendation for a cut in the Capehart mili- 
tary housing program and acceded to the Defense Depart- 
ment’s request for authorization to contract for 7,074 new 
units. The Budget Bureau had recommended authorizing 
only 2,025 units. The Committee also increased the ceil- 
ing on the number of Capehart units that could be built 
from 25,000 to 37,000 and extended the termination date 
for the program until Oct. 1, 1962, one year beyond its 
current expiration date. 


PROVISIONS -- As sent to the Senate, HR 5000 au- 
thorized these funds: 


Army $140,436,000 
Navy 132,574,000 
Air Force 431,015,000 
Deficiencies 47,355,000 
Reserve Components 52,801,000 
Reserve Deficiencies 392,000 

TOTAL $804,573,000 


The bill also authorized the construction of 7,074 
Capehart military housing units and extended the housing 
program until Oct. 1, 1962. 
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DEPRESSED AREAS 


COMMITTEE -- House Banking and Currency. 

ACTION -- March 22 reported an amended bill (S 1- 
H Rept 186) authorizing $394 million in federal loans 
and grants for the redevelopment of economically de- 
pressed industrial and rural areas. The language of 
the House bill (HR 4569) was substituted for that of S 1 
as passed by the Senate March 15. The Committee March 
21 approved the bill by a 20-6 vote. (Weekly Report p.417) 

As reported by the House Committee, S 1 was similar 
to the Senate version with the following major exceptions: 

@ The House Committee bill provided for financing of 
the three $100 million revolving loan funds by regular 
Congressional appropriations; the Senate version pro- 
vided for direct Treasury withdrawals (the ‘‘back-door’’ 
method), 

@ The House Committee bill established the program 
for an indefinite period; the Senate version ended June 
30, 1965. 

@ The House Committee bill forbade the use of funds to 
assist businesses relocating ‘‘totally or partially’’ from 
one area to another. Anamendment containing this word- 
ing was offered in the full Committee by Rep. Henry S. 
Reuss (D Wis.) and adopted by an 11-5 record vote. The 
Senate version forbade the use of federal funds for reloca- 
tion under any conditions, and for establishment of a new 
branch of an existing business unless the new branch 
would ‘‘not substantially decrease employment’’ in the 
original area. 

@ The House Committee bill allowed 100 percent federal 
financing of community facility loans; the Senate version 
provided for a maximum 65 percent federal participation. 

@ The House Committee bill made permanent the au- 
thority of the Small Business Administration to make loans 
to local development corporations, an authority due to 
expire June 30, 1961, under existing law; the Senate ver- 
sion contained no comparable provision. 

@ The House Committee bill did not contain the provi- 
sion of the Senate version giving special preference, in 
classifying redevelopment areas, to areas determined by 
the President to be adversely affected by reduction of 
trade barriers. 

In a minority report, eight Republican Committee 
members -- Kilburn (N.Y.), McDonough (Calif.), Widnall 
(N.J.), Siler (Ky.), Dwyer (N.J.), Derwinski (Ill.), Harvey 
(Mich.) and Rousselot (Calif.) -- said, ‘‘We believe a 
far more effective program could be achieved more 
quickly by utilizing the device of accelerated tax amorti- 
zation,....to promote plant construction in depressed 
areas.”’ 


FEDERAL JUDGESHIPS 


COMMITTEE -- House Judiciary. 

ACTION -- March 22 ordered reported an amended 
bill (S 912) to create 10 additional circuit court judge- 
ships and 60 additional district court judgeships. Amend- 
ments subtracted three district judgeships from the 63 
approved by the Senate when it passed S 912 March 3. 
(Weekly Report p. 385). 
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The House Committee did not approve five district 
judgeships contained in the Senate bill: Rhode Island, 
Vermont, Oklahoma, Northern California and Southern 
California Districts. The House version added two judge- 
ships not included in the Senate bill: North Carolina and 
Western Louisiana Districts. 

The House Committee made no change in the 10 cir- 
cuit judgeships authorized by S 912, which added a 
judgeship in the 3rd circuit to the nine additional circuit 
court judgeships requested March 13 bythe Judicial Con- 
ference of the United States. It retained the 60 district 
judgeships requested by the Conference, but substituted 
judgeships in Arkansas and North Carolina for judgeships 
in the Northern and Southern California Districts recom - 
mended by the Conference. 


REORGANIZATION ACT 


The House Government Operations Committee March 
22 ordered reported a bill (HR 5742) identical to one 
passed Feb. 6 by the Senate (S 153) to reinstate until June 
1, 1963 the Reorganization Act of 1949, which expired 
June 1, 1959, Under the Act plans sent to Congress for 
reorganization of the Executive Branch take effect auto- 
matically in 60 days unless disapproved by a simple 
majority vote. The Committee’s Executive and Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Subcommittee March 21 rescinded 
amendments approved Feb. 28 which provided for a four- 
year extension and disapproval by a constitutional 
majority. (Weekly Report p. 348) 


PAULING HEARINGS 


COMMITTEE -- Senate Judiciary, Internal Security 
Subcommittee. 

ACTION -- March 17 issued a reportonthe June 21, 
Oct. 11, 1960 testimony of Dr. Linus Pauling, Nobel Prize- 
winning biochemist of the California Institute of Tech- 
nology, on a nuclear test ban petition he filed in 1958 with 
the United Nations. Pauling gave the Subcommittee the 
names of the petition signers, but refused to name those 
who helped circulate it. (1960 Almanac p. 741) 

The report said there was ‘‘clear evidence’’ the world 
Communist movement had ‘‘applauded’’ the petition and 
used it repeatedly for propaganda purposes. The Subcom- 
mittee recommended consideration of legislation to pre- 
vent abuse of the right of petition by pro-Communists. It 
said the right of petition was ‘‘never intended to confer 
the privilege of anonymity on either the signers or the 
organizers of a petition,’’ and when a petition was aimed 
at influencing national policy it was ‘‘a public act’’ and 
‘*should be governed by the moral principle of full dis- 
closure.”’ 

The report said Pauling had “‘displayed a consistent 
pro-Soviet bias’’ in his statements and attitudes, had 
figured as ‘‘the No. 1 scientific name in virtually every 
major activity of the Communist peace offensive in this 
country.”’ 

Subcommittee member Kenneth B, Keating (R N.Y.) 
said in separate views he would propose legislation to 
provide for immediate resort tothe courts when a witness 
refused to testify. 
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AID TO EDUCATION 


COMMITTEE -- Senate Labor and Public Welfare, 
Education Subcommittee. 

CONCLUDED HEARINGS -- On S 1021 and other 
bills to provide federal aid to public elementary and 
secondary schools. S 1021, the Administration bill, 
provided $2.3 billion in grants to the states, to be used 
for school construction and teachers’ salaries. It also 
cut aid to federally ‘‘impacted’’ areas by about half. 

The bill was enmeshed in controversies over whether 
the Government should grant loans to private schools, as 
urged by the Catholic bishops; whether aid should be 
provided to areas maintaining segregated schools; and 
over the impacted areas cut. (Weekly Report p. 422) 
Testimony: 

March 20 -- The Rev. Dr. Gerald E. Knoff of the 
National Council of the Churches of Christ, an inter- 
denominational group of Protestant and Eastern Ortho- 
dox churches, supported S 1021. He said his organization 
opposed loans to private schools or any other types of 
aid to parents of private school children, such as tax 
credits, tuition grants, scholarships, etc. He said Treas- 
ury loans to church schools would encourage many 
denominations to establish their own school systems and 
this would ‘‘undermine’’ the public school system and lead 
to a ‘“‘cultural schism.’’ 

Robert E. Van Deusen of the National Lutheran 
Church said loans to private schools would be ‘‘clearly a 
form of tax support.’’ He also said the loans would 
“‘facilitate’’ the establishment of racially segregated 
private schools as an alternative to integrated public 
schools, Van Deusen said that when a religious group 
‘‘accepts the option of conducting its own schools, it 
should provide the necessary financial support, thus 
insuring its own continuing autonomy and freedom.’”’ 

James DeForest Murch of the National Assn. of 
Evangelicals said the statement of the National Catholic 
Welfare Council that it would oppose any aid to public 
education unless aid to private schools was included was 
“‘unwise and un-American.’’ He said his group was 
opposed to ‘‘federal aid to all religiously oriented and 
church-controlled schools.’’ 

Sidney Zagri of the International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters (Ind.) supported S 1021 but said it did not 
‘realistically face up to the necessity of expanding the 
outlay for education to at least 5 percent of the gross 
national product.’’ He said S 1021 would provide for less 
than 4 percent of the gross national product. Zagri also 
said allocations should be based on the entire school popu- 
lation of a state, not just its public school population. This, 
he said, would enable private school students to transfer 
to public schools. 

Representatives of Virginia school systems opposed 
the cut in aid to ‘‘impacted’’ areas. 


HIGHER EDUCATION AID 


COMMITTEE -- House Education and Labor, Special 
Education Subcommittee, 

HELD HEARINGS -- On HR 5266, an Administration 
bill providing federal loans for construction of college 
academic facilities and federal grants to the states for 
college scholarships. HR 5266 authorized $1.5 billion in 
50-year low-interest loans to public and private colleges 
for construction. The U.S, Office of Education was 
authorized to borrow the money for the loans from the 


Treasury over a five-year period, subject to a ceiling 
that might be set in Congressional appropriations bills. 
The scholarship program amended the National Defense 
Education Act by authorizing about $892 millioningrants 
to the states over five years for 212,500 four-year 
scholarships. They would provide, on the average, $700 
a year to the student and a flat $350 a year to the school 
he attends. Grants to the states were to be allocated on 
the basis of public or non-profit high school graduates 
in a given year and on children aged 14-17 in the state. 
The bill required that scholarship winners be chosen on 
the basis of ability to ‘‘pursue successfully’”’ a college 
education and on financial need. (Weekly Report p. 308) 

TESTIMONY -- March 15 -- Abraham A, Ribicoff, 
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, supporting 
the bill, said the nation had 1,300 accredited private col- 
leges and universities and 700 publicly supported ones. 
“There is a long history of federal programs aiding 
private colleges and in my opinion no question of con- 
stitutionality exists’’ about aid to secular colleges, the 
Secretary said. He added that there would be no possib- 
ility of meeting the educational needs ofthe nationif pri- 
vate colleges were left out of the loan program. Ribicoff 
said the major difference between making loans to private 
elementary and secondary schools and to private colleges 
was that education was compulsory at the lower level. 

Dr. Edgar Fuller, executive secretary ofthe Council 
of Chief State School Officials, said the loan program 
should be limited to public schools. He said ‘‘church- 
controlled educational institutions....exist expressly in 
order that particular religious doctrines will pervade 
everything taught in them,”’ raising ‘‘a serious constitu- 
tional question under the Ist Amendment,”’ 

March 16 -- Arthur S, Flemming, HEW Secretary in 
the Eisenhower Administration from 1958-61, said he 
could not understand why the Kennedy Administration 
recommended loans rather than matching grants for 
college construction, 

Everett Case, president of Colgate University, ap- 
pearing for the American Council on Education, which rep- 
resents about 1,600 colleges, advocated a combination of 
loans and grants for college classroom construction, Cal- 
vertN.Ellis of the Assn. of American Colleges, repre- 
senting about 812 liberal arts colleges, made the same 
request. 

Frederick L, Hovde, president of Purdue University 
and chairman of President Kennedy’s task force on educa- 
tion, said there was a substantial preference among edu- 
cators that educational institutions rather than the states 
award the federal scholarships. 

Paul H. Robbins of the National Society of Profes- 
sional Engineers declared there was aneedtoexpand and 
stimulate graduate education and to support technician 
education programs, 

March 17 -- Testifying in favor of HR 5266 were Dr. 
Mary I. Bunting, president of Radcliffe College, Dr. 
Eunice Roberts of the American Assn. of University 
Women, Germain Crettek of the AmericanLibrary Assn., 
John F, Morse of the College Scholarship Service, and 
Henry F. Ashmore of the American Assn. of Junior 
Colleges. 

Jacob Clayman of the Industrial Union Department of 
the AFL-CIO said HR 5266 was ‘‘modest indeed.’’ He said 
only ‘‘a small 5 to 10 percent of the high school popula- 
tion’’ had a good opportunity for financial scholarships, 
while ‘‘as many as 100,000 high school graduates in the 
top 25 percent of their classes’’ were overlooked. 
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FOREIGN AID MESSAGE 


President Kennedy March 22 sent to Congress a 
special foreign aid message in which he proposed inte- 
grating all foreign aid programs under a single agency, 
and authorization, planning and financing of the programs 
on a five-year basis. His proposals included $7.3 billion 
in five-year loan authority to meet ‘‘the crucial decade 
of development’’ abroad. (For text, see p. 495) 

The President said existing foreign aid programs 
were ‘‘bureaucratically fragmented, awkward and slow,”’ 
and their ‘‘weaknesses have begun to undermine confi- 
dence in our effort both here and abroad.’’ 

He proposed setting up a new foreign aid agency 
under the central direction and final responsibility of 
an Administrator who would report directly tothe Secre- 
tary of State and the President. Field work would be 
under the direction of a single mission chief in each 
country, reporting to the U.S. Ambassador. The new 
agency would cover: International Cooperation Adminis- 
tration (ICA); Development Loan Fund (DL.F); Food-for- 
Peace Program (PL 480); local currency lending activities 
of the Export-Import Bank; the Peace Corps; donation of 
non-agricultural surpluses, and all other related services 
now provided by the State Department and ICA. 

Mr. Kennedy said that for fiscal 1962 he would 
ahere to the $4 billion foreign aid budget proposed in 
January by President Eisenhower, but the funds would 
be ‘‘sharply shifted.’’ He proposed these reallocations: 
reduction of military aid from the $1.8 billion requested 
to $1.6 billion; a total of $2.4 billion in economic aid, 
with a ‘“‘much greater portion’’ for development loans, a 
small increase in development grants and a reduction in 
sustaining grants. (Weekly Report p. 65) 

Of the $2.4 billion for economic aid, he proposed that 
only $1.5 billion be in the usual form of annual appro- 
priation, and the remaining $900 million be obtained 
through borrowing from the Treasury for use in making 
long-term development loans. 

In asking for a five-year authorization, he proposed 
that for each of the succeeding four years, the Treasury 
be allowed to lend an additional $1.6 billion for the 
development loan fund, or a total of $6.4 billion. This, 
plus the $900 million in fiscal 1962, would create a $7.3 
billion fund over the five-year period. 

He called the long-term loans the ‘instrument of 
primary emphasis’”’ for his foreign aid program. He said 
they would be made at lowornointerest rates, and would 
be repayable in dollars at terms varying from short 
periods to as long as 50 years. He said annual appro- 
priations also would be needed when dollar repayable 
loans were unsuitable. 

The President said he would propose a separate 
authorization for military assistance, as part of the De- 
fense Department budget, ‘‘to make clear the peaceful 
and positive purposes of this program...."" Mr. Kennedy 
said he could not say ‘‘with precision’’ if the $1.6 billion 
he was asking for military assistance in fiscal 1962 would 
be enough to meet basic security needs during the rest 
of the year. 


‘ 
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RELATED DEVELOPMENT -- March 22 -- Under 
Secretary of State for Economic Affairs George W. Ball 
told a news conference following talks with the West 
German government that the U.S. hoped the 10 member 
nations of the Development Assistance Group (DAG) would 
spend about $7.5 billion yearly to aid underdeveloped 
nations. He said the U.S. would propose the program at 
a London DAG meeting next week, and that the sum rep- 
resented about 1 percent of the gross national product 
of each nation. 


SUPREME COURT 


The Supreme Court March 20 affirmed without com- 
ment lower court decisions which invalidated efforts by 
the state of Louisiana and its legislature to block school 
intergration. By its action, the Court affirmed: a Nov. 30, 
1960 decision by a special three-judge federal court in 
New Orleans which voided a number of state anti- 
integration laws and denied requests for a stay in school 
integration; an Aug. 27, 1960decision bythe same special 
court which enjoined Gov. Jimmie H, Davis (D) from taking 
control of the schools away from the school board. The 
Court’s action was foreshadowed by its refusal Dec. 12, 
1960, to grant a stay in the November order. (1960 
Weekly Report p. 1962) 

(The Justice Department March 17 joined four Fed- 
eral court suits aimed at integrating various public 
schools in Louisiana and also asked the New Orleans 
Federal court for a permanent injunction against enforce- 
ment of two state legislature acts authorizing state courts 
to impose fines and imprisonment on persons encouraging 
or aiding others to attend or work at desegregated 
schools.) 

In other actions, the Court: agreed to review the 
convictions of a group of Negro students for sit-in 
demonstrations in Baton Rouge, La., in 1960; refused to 
reconsider its Jan. 23 decision upholding censorship of 
motion pictures before public showing. (Weekly Report 
p. 131) 


MAIL INTERCEPTION 


The White House March 17 announced that the Presi- 
dent had ordered immediate termination of a policy of 
intercepting all but first-class mail from communist- 
dominated countries. A White House statement said the 
program acted as an impediment tocultural exchange and 
served ‘‘no useful intelligence function.’’ Elimination of 
the program was unanimously recommended in June 1960 
by an ad hoc committee of the National Security Council 
Planning Board, the statement said. 

Rep. Francis E. Walter (D Pa.), chairman of the 
House Un-American Activities Committee, March 2] 
introduced a bill (HR 5751) to resume the interception 
program and create a ‘‘controller of foreign propaganda’ 
in the Customs Service. Walter said that because of 
the Administration action ‘“‘poison will be poured intothe 
veins of our society without restriction and without notice 
or warning of its nature.”’ 
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FARM LOBBY 


Solid support for the farm policies of the Kennedy 
Administration and a proposal to consolidate similar- 
thinking farmers’ organizations into one large federation 
were the highlights of the National Farmers Union’s 
annual convention in Washington March 13-16. 

Although the policy resolutions adopted by the dele- 
gates to the NFU convention were drawn up well in 
advance of the President’s special farm message to 
Congress, the 1961 legislative program of the Farmers 
Union (membership 750,000) conformed generally to the 
program advocated by President Kennedy March 16. 
(Weekly Report p. 427) 

The proposed federation of farm organizations was 
put forward by NFU president James G, Patton March 
13. ‘‘The power of the American farmer is fragmented 
by a great variety of commodity organizations endeavor- 
ing to speak in his behalf, and often at cross purposes,”’ 
Patton said. ‘‘Agriculture is so highly organized it is 
disorganized.’’ 

Sharing the platform with the NFU president during 
his speech were leaders of two other farmers’ organiza- 
tions which in recent years have joined withthe Farmers 
Union in some legislative drives. They werethe National 
Grange (860,000 members) and the National Council of 
Farmer Cooperatives (about 5,000 regional state and 
local cooperatives with 2,750,000 farm membership). 

Patton’s proposal was interpreted as a challenge to 
the influence of the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
the largest of the general farm groups (membership 1.6 
‘farm families’’) and one whose legislative objectives are 
almost diametrically opposed to the Farmers Union’s. 

The Farm Bureau in recent years aligned itself 
with the policies of former Agriculture Secretary Ezra 
Taft Benson, that is, it favored lower price supports 
coupled with the gradual withdrawal of the government 
from the control of prices, production and marketing of 
farm products. 

The Farmers Union and the Grange, on the other 
hand, have recommended a stronger role for the Govern- 
ment in farm matters. Both organizations warmly 
endorsed President Kennedy’s farm message March 16; 
the Farm Bureau criticized it strongly. 

After proposing one, single-minded farm organiz- 
ation which he said would eliminate the ‘‘babel of voices’”’ 
speaking for agriculture, Patton said he planned to hold 
a conference with other interested farm group leaders 
this spring. Officials of the major farm organizations 
in Washingion indicated doubt that the Farm Bureau would 
be invited to attend such a conference, 

In his speech March 13, Patton also suggested licens- 
ing of farmers as one way of giving them more effective 
control over their prices and of meeting what he called 
fixed prices by industry. He proposed that farmers be 
taxed 2 percent of the value of the commodities they 
market each year, Half of the receipts raised by such a 
tax would go to the farm organization of the farmers’ 
choice, ‘‘The other half,’’ Patton said, ‘‘would go to the 
education of the non-farming public of the role farmers 
play at home and the uses of food and fiber for peace.’’ 


Edwin Christianson of the Minnesota Farmers Union 
urged the Administration to develop a multi-billion 
dollar rural housing program. In the convention's key- 
note address, Christianson said such a program would be 
an economic pump primer, in addition toimproving rural 
living standards. He called for Government loans of 
$3.5 billion a year for ten years. The loans would be for 
a 40-50 year period, with lowinterest rates and a three- 
year moratorium before starting payments. This would 
be enough, Christianson said, for the construction of up- 
wards of 300,000 rural homes a year over the ten-year 
period. 

Major policy resolutions adopted by the 3,000 dele- 
gates March 16 called for: 

@ ‘‘A comprehensive, all-commodity system of inter- 
national and federal farm income improvement and supply 
stabilization programs....with the producers of each 
commodity willing to develop, adopt and enforce effective 
measures to keep market supplies in balance with 
demand,’’ 

@ An annual national supply goal for each commodity 
to equal the need for ‘‘(a) the commercial market, 
domestic and foreign, plus (b) the additional volume 
required by Government to carry out welfare and inter- 
national economic assistance policies of the U.S., plus 
(c) the additional volume required to maintain an adequate 
national safety reserve.’’ 

@ ‘‘Farmincome deficiency payments’’ to be made to 
producers of commodities under supply control programs 
whenever the price of a particular commodity goes below 
‘the fair price.’’ 

@® Purchase and loan programs ‘‘toeliminate unreason- 
able seasonal fluctuations in market prices.”’ 

@ Federal marketing orders and marketing quotas to 
be allocated to states, counties and tarm families by 
farmer-elected committees of farmers. 

@ Administration of all farm income stabilization and 
conservation programs by farmer committees. 

@ Safeguards against the weakening of commodity 
markets by imports of competing farm commodities. 

In a speech to the convention March 14, Agricul- 
ture Secretary Orville L. Freeman said that the Admin- 
istration’s farm program would seek ‘‘to enable the 
farmer to realize equality of economic opportunity by 
means of democratic methods that retain for the farmer 
control over his own enterprise while providing him with 
the tools that enable him to exercise that control more 
effectively.”’ 


CONSTRUCTION WORKERS’ LOBBY 


Racial discrimination in construction unions could 
have a damaging effect on the unions’ lobbying drive in 
Congress, Rep, Adam C, Powell Jr. (D N.Y.), Chairman 
of the House Education and Labor Committee, March 20 
told the seventh annual legislative conference of the AFL- 
CIO Building and Construction Trades Department. 
Powell said he might delay action on the unions’ legis- 
lative program unless they eliminated discriminatory 
policies. He noted that a key part of the construction 


o in part excep! by editorial clients 


PAGE 488 -- Week ending March 24, 1961 scpescionpunibied ncnole sin pon sncopt ty oditona 





wo ~~ ™~S w 6 


‘ros a = 


2‘< 





unions’ program, the so-called common situs picketing 
bill (HR 2955), would be considered by his Committee. 

The picketing bill would supersede a 1951 Supreme 
Court ruling which held that picketing on a construction 
site where a number of firms were at work constituted 
an illegal secondary boycott, if the effect ofthe picketing 
was to shut down the whole job. (Weekly Report p. 433) 

AFL-CIO president George Meany said that oppo- 
nents of labor’s program were using the discrimination 
charge as a weapon on Capitol Hill. ‘‘We need all the 
friends we can get,’’ Meany said, ‘‘and even if we didn’t, 
we should be against discrimination because besides being 
morally wrong, it’s just not good business for a union.’’ 

Andrew J. Biemiller, legislative director of the AFL- 
CIO and a former Member of Congress (D Wis. 1945-47, 
1949-51), told the conference that union lobbyists anti- 
cipated that every major piece of legislation could be 
decided by margins of only five or ten votes. 

After the speeches of the first day ofthe conference, 
the delegates, numbering more than 3,000, spent the next 
two days on Capitol Hill, lining up support for the picket- 
ing bill and other legislative goals, including the Adminis- 
tration’s minimum wage bill, federal aid to education, 
housing, area redevelopment and highway construction. 
The Building and Construction Trades Department con- 
sists of 18 unions with a total membership of about 3.5 
million. 


TEXTILE IMPORTS 


Approximately 60 House Members from textile- 
producing states met with textile industry representa- 
tives March 22 to discuss ways to reduce the flow of 
low-cost foreign-produced textile products into the U.S. 
As acting chairman of the meeting, Rep. Carl Vinson 
(D Ga.) named a committee of Representatives to meet 
March 24 with President Kennedy and his special Cabi- 
net study committee on textile problems. 

The 15-man committee was directed to ask the Presi- 
dent to set up a quota system to regulate textile imports 
on a country-by-country and category-by-category basis. 
Named to the Committee were: Vinson, W.J. Bryan Dorn 
(D S.C.), William J. Green Jr. (D Pa.), William Henry 
Harrison (R Wyo.), Joseph W, Martin Jr. (R Mass.), John 
James Flynt Jr. (D Ga.), Clifford G. McIntire (R Maine), 
Howard W. Smith (D Va.), Basil L. Whitener (D N.C.), 
Olin E, Teague (D Texas), Samuel S, Stratton (D N.Y.), 
John E, Fogarty (D R.I.), Albert Rains (D Ala.), Thomas 
G. Abernethy (D Miss.) and Ken Hechler (D W.Va.). 

At the meeting, the group also agreed to discuss the 
textile situation on the House floor. 

Present at the meeting were officials of the Ameri- 
can Cotton Manufacturers Institute, American Carpet In- 
stitute, Man-made Fiber Producers Assn., Southern 
Garment Manufacturers Assn., Apparel Committee on 
Imports, Northern Textile Assn., National Assn. of Wool 
Manufacturers, National Cotton Council and National 
Assn. of Wool Growers. Representing his own textile 
firm, J.P. Stevens Co., the third largest textile producer 
in the U.S., was former Army Secretary Robert T. 
Stevens. 

A similar meeting was held by a groupof 11 Senators 
March 20. The chairman of the Senate group was John 
O. Pastore (D R.1.). A direct result of the Senators’ 
meeting was a series of speeches deliveredon the Senate 
floor March 21 by Pastore, Strom Thurmond (D S.C.), 
Herman E, Talmadge (DGa.)andothers proposing a quota 
on textile imports. 


Pressures - 2 


Pastore, Chairman of the Textile Subcommittee of 
the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
said that unless the Government took ‘‘reasonable steps’”’ 
to solve the problem of textile imports, unions threat- 
ened to boycott use of foreign fabrics. 

Pastore’s Subcommittee held hearings Feb. 6-7 on the 
problems of the domestic textile industry. (Weekly Re- 
port p. 270) 


ANTI-HUAC STATEMENT 


A statement signed by 250 U.S. college and univer- 
sity professors urging the abolition of the House Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities was released March 19 
by the American Civil Liberties Union. 

The Committee, the statement said, ‘‘continues to 
abridge citizens’ rights of free speech and association 
(and) we call upon the House of Representatives to vote 
it out of existence....”’ 

The professors said they recognized the fact that the 
Committee’s authority had been found to be constitu- 
tional by the Supreme Court in the Barenblatt (1959) and 
Wilkinson (1961) cases, but it pointed out that both decis- 
ions were ‘‘by a narrow 5-4 majority.’’ (For discussion 
of Wilkinson case, see Weekly Report p. 346) 

The executive director of the ACLU, Patrick Murphy 
Malin, who supervised the canvass of the professors, said 
their action did not commit any of the 79 institutions in 
which they teach to the abolition of the Committee. 

The House March 1 authorized expenditures of 
$331,000 by the Committee in fiscal 1961. (Weekly Re- 
port p. 346) 

Rep. Gordon H. Scherer (R Ohio), ranking GOP mem- 
ber of the Committee March 20 said the professors who 
signed the statement were ‘“‘blindly, like sheep,’’ following 
the direction of the ACLU, ‘‘which throughout its long his- 
tory has consistently defended Communists on the theory 
that it was protecting their civil rights.’’ 
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LABOR-MANAGEMENT ADVISERS 


President Kennedy March 21 addressed the first 
meeting of the Advisory Committee on Labor-Management 
Policy, which he created by Executive Order Feb. 16. 
(Weekly Report p. 310) 

The President said the task of the 21-member group 
was to “‘give direction to the general movement of wages 
and prices so the general welfare of this country can be 
served.’’ He said unemployment was of ‘‘utmost concern’”’ 
and it was ‘‘quite possible that we could have a recovery 
this summer and still have 6 or 7 percent of our people 
unemployed in the fall.’’ (For text, see p. 499) 


OECD, EISENHOWER RANK 


President Kennedy March 23 signed the Senate rati- 
fication of a convention (Exec E, 87th Congress, Ist 
Session), creating the Organization for Economic Co- 
‘operation and Development (OECD), which was signed Dec. 
14, 1960 in Paris by the United States, Canada and the 18 
European members ofthe Organization for European Eco- 
nomic Cooperation. The President March 22 signed into 
law a bill restoring to President Eisenhower his five- 
star rank of General of the Army (S 1173-PL 87-3). 
(Weekly Report p. 419, 421) 
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GOP NATIONAL COMMITTEE 


® Republican National Chairman Thruston B, Morton 
March 20 announced he would resign as National Chair- 
man about June 1, and that he wouldcall a National Com- 
mittee meeting in Washington about the same date to 
choose a successor. Morton’s Kentucky Senate term 
expires in 1962, and his resignation has been expected 
so that he can concentrate on his re-election campaign. 

Speculation concerning a successor to Morton cen- 
tered on Rep. William E., Miller (R N.Y.), Chairman of the 
Republican National Congressional Committee, and Ray C. 
Bliss, Ohio Republican Chairman. 

@ Morton March 14 announced membership of a com- 
mittee under Bernard Shanley, New Jersey National Com- 
mitteeman, charged with finding out ‘‘how the Republican 
party can make sure that each and every precinct is 
manned on election day by fully-trained and authentic 
Republican workers.’’ The ‘‘ballot boxsecurity’’ com- 
mittee includes National Committeemen William W. Treat 
(N.H.), Joseph Martin Jr. (Calif.), John B, Martin (Mich.); 
former U.S, Deputy Attorney General Lawrence E. Walsh; 
former Texas Republican chairman Thad Hutcheson; Mrs. 
Marie H, Suthers, Chicago (1ll.) Board of Elections com- 
missioner; Chicago attorney George Dapples; and attorney 
Harry Carter of Chevy Chase, Md. 

@ The National Committee’s special committee on big 
cities, under the direction of Bliss, met March 17-18 in 
Washington. ‘‘Long range planning is what the Republican 
party needs at every level,’’ Bliss said March 18. He 
said the group would develop a_ plan which ‘‘should be 
helpful to local organizations in cutting down the Demo- 
cratic majorities in the big city areas.’’ He announced 
the formation of four subcommittees, dealing with candi- 
date recruitment, perfection of party organization struc- 
ture, communications, appeals to various nationalities, 
including ethnic and Negro groups, and recruitment of 
party workers from labor, business and independent or- 
ganizations. ‘‘The sooner we get a plan the sooner we 
will get candidates and the money raised,’’ Bliss said. 
“It usually takes two or three elections to get a strong 
organization working where there has been a weak one.’’ 

New York Republican chairman L, Judson Morhouse 
March 16 presented a memorandum to the Bliss group 
sharply criticizing a statement he attributed to Sen. 
Barry Goldwater (R Ariz.): ‘‘The Republican party has 
not attracted Negro voters. It istimeto admit we cannot 
get them and other minorities as a bloc...so let’s quit 
trying specifically to get these groups.’’ Morhouse said 
Goldwater had ‘‘proposed a Republican requiem in the 
cities when the challenge and the times require a Repub- 
lican reveille.... At a March 17 press conference both 
Morton and Bliss said they believed the party must make 
an active effort to win the Negro vote, 


DEMOCRATIC PUBLICATIONS 


The Democratic National Committee March 13 began 
the mailing of 15,000 copies of the first edition of a new 
four-page newsletter, ‘‘The Democrat,’’ for party work- 
ers and government officials. An introduction by National 
Chairman John M. Bailey said, ‘‘We are calling this 


newsletter “The Democrat’ because it is a publication 
about Democrats and for Democrats and because, unlike 
the Republicans, we Democrats do not find any need to 
disassociate ourselves from our party’s name or image.’’ 
The first edition sought to show how President Kennedy 
was making good on his campaign promise, ‘‘This country 
must move again.’’ Bailey said subsequent issues would 
carry ‘‘more news about the Administration and about 
Republican obstructionism in the Congress.’’ 


REP. REECE DEAD 


Rep. B. Carroll Reece (R Tenn. - Ist District), form- 
er Chairman of the Republican National Committee (1946- 
48) and a Member of Congress for 34 years (1921-31; 
1933-46; 1951-61), died March 19 in Washington of lung 
cancer. His death reduced Republican House membership 
to 172. Democrats hold 260 seats. There are four vacan- 
cies (16th Pa.; 6th Ark.; 2nd Ariz.; Ist Tenn.) and one 
seat in doubt (5th Ind.), 

Reece was second-ranking minority member of the 
House Rules Committee. He took a predominantly con- 
servative stand, both on matters before the Rules Com- 
mittee and in his other votes as a Member of the House. 

One of 13 children, Reece grew up on a farm in the 
Smoky Mountains of Tennessee, worked his way through 
Carson Newman College and attended New York Univer- 
sity and the University of London, entered World War I as 
a private but rose to the officer ranks and won numerous 
military decorations for infantry service in France, and 
in 1928 received a law degree from Cumberland Universi- 
ty. He was president of several Tennessee banks and in 
1950 became owner of the Bristol (Tenn.) Herald Courier. 

The youngest Member of Congress when first elected 
in 1920 (he was then 31), Reece was defeated for re-elec- 
tion only once (in 1930). He resigned his seat to become 
Chairman of the National Committee in 1946, a post he 
held at the time of the GOP national sweep of 1946. In 
1948 he ran unsuccessfully against Estes Kefauver (D) for 
the Senate. 

Under Tennessee law, Gov. Buford Ellington (D) must 
call a special election to fill the vacant seat. The election 
must be held within 60 days of Reece’s death and within 
45 days of the Governor’s proclamation. Candidates must 
file at least 30 days before the date of the special election. 
There is no primary, but the ‘‘ultimate authority’’ of each 
political party in the state may designate the candidate to 
run under that party’s name, The Ist District seat is 
normally considered Safe Republican. In 1960 Reece re- 
ceived 75.4 percent of the vote and Vice President Richard 
M. Nixon 70.7 percent, although A. Bradley Frazier (R), 
opposing Sen. Estes Kefauver (D) in the Senate race, re- 
ceived only 40.4 percent of the District’s vote. 


LODGE PLANS 


Henry Cabot Lodge, former U.S. Ambassador to the 
United Nations, Republican Vice Presidential candidate 
(1960) and U.S. Senator (R Mass. 1937-43; 1947-53) March 
15 was appointed general consultant to Life, Time and 
Fortune magazines in the international relations field. 

Lodge March 16 said he would not run for public of- 
fice in Massachusetts in 1962. 
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TRUCKERS PROTEST KENNEDY HIGHWAY TAX PROPOSALS 


With the completion of House hearings March 21, 
President Kennedy’s proposal to provide additional rev- 
enues for the federal-aid highway program completed 
the first of several steps inits journey through Congress, 
and early indications showed it was headed fortrouble -- 
and probably compromises -- before action on it was 
completed. 

In a special message to Congress Feb, 28 setting 
forth the program, the President said the $41 billion 
National Interstate and Defense Highway pay-as-you-go 
program was in ‘‘peril’’ and additional revenues were 
needed to complete the 41,000-mile system by the target 
date of June 30, 1972. (Weekly Report p. 361) 

The House Ways and Means Committee March 14 
began hearings on the proposal. Administration spokes- 
men urged increases in taxes on heavy trucks to produce 
the needed revenues; representatives of the oil and truck- 
ing industries voiced their vehement opposition. 

A major issue in the debate was a January report 
by the Commerce Department on highway cost allocations 
which concluded heavy trucks and combinations should 
pay ‘‘considerably more’’ for highway construction in 
relation to the payments currently made by lighter 
vehicles. 

The Administration in preparing its highway program 
relied heavily on the findings of the Cost Allocation 
Study. It also relied on a Jan. 11 Commerce Department 
report (House Doc. 49) which estimated the total cost of 
completing the interstate program at $41 billion, of which 
the federal share (90 percent) would be $37 billion. 
Although no surprise to either the Administration or 
Congress, verification of the $41 billion price tag -- over 
an original estimate in 1956 of $25 billion -- added 
urgency to the President’s proposals. 

This fact sheet gives the background of the program, 
President Kennedy’s proposals and the arguments for 
and against the new plan. 


Background 


The National Interstate and Defense Highway System, 
first planned in 1944, was expanded to 41,000 miles in 
1956 under the Federal-Aid Highway and Revenue Act 
(PL 84-627) and given a long-term financing and 
construction schedule. The law established a Highway 
Trust Fund, to be fed by various fuel and highway- 
user taxes, from which the Federal Government’s 90 
percent share of the costs of the Interstate System, as 
well as its 50 percent share of the cost of federal-aid 
primary, secondary and urban (ABC) roads, was to be 
financed. The Trust Fund was set apart from the regular 
national budget, and an amendment, offered by Sen. Harry 
Flood Byrd (D Va.), specified that the Trust Fund was 
not to operate at a deficit at any time. 

By 1959 it was clear that the highway program was 
in financial difficulty from two directions: (1) revenues 
were not coming into the Trust Fund as rapidly as had 
been anticipated, and (2) the original cost estimates for 
the Interstate program were too low, sothat the program 
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could not be completed on schedule even if the revenues 
had come in as anticipated. Congress in 1959 and again 
in 1960 failed to act to solve the long-range problem of 
providing the additional revenues needed. (1960 Almanac 
p. 353) 

In 1959, however, Congress did take steps to relieve 
the problem temporarily by enacting legislation to raise 
$3,472,000,000 for the Trust Fund by increasing the fed- 
eral gasoline tax from 3 cents a gallon to 4 cents from 
Oct. 1, 1959 to June 30, 1961 and diverting 5 percentage 
points of the federal excise taxes on new cars, auto 
parts and accessories from the Treasury’s general fund 
into the Trust Fund for the three fiscal years 1962-1964. 
(1959 Almanac p, 285) 

Cost Allocation Study -- The Commerce Department 
study released in January, 1961, compared the contribu- 
tions of 12 selected motor vehicle types to the Highway 
Trust Fund for fiscal 1964, based on current revenues, 
with the contributions these same vehicles would be 
expected to make under three different cost allocation 
methods. The study showed that under the current system 
a 4,000 pound passenger car pays about $28 a year through 
taxes into the Trust Fund and a 76,000 pound tractor- 
trailer combination about $880, Under methods used in 
the study, the passenger car would pay between $21 and 
$31 annually and the truck between $1,245 and $3,594. 
(For comparison of revenues under the three methods, 
see chart 1) 

Following is a description of the three cost alloca- 
tion methods used: 

COST FUNCTION -- Highway cost is dispersed 
among motor vehicles of different dimensions and weights 
in the following ways: according to vehicle miles traveled 
for costs due to highway use and not vehicle size or 
weight; according to size and weight for costs due to size 
and weight; and among all vehicles ona uniform basis for 
costs which do not vary according to the user. 

DIFFERENTIAL BENEFIT -- Cost allocation shares 
are distributed on a ratio which balances size and weight 
dimensions with approximate benefits -- reductions in 
operating, time and accident costs -- derived from the 
use of the highways by each class of vehicle. 

GROSS-TON-MILE -- The cost of highway construc - 
tion is shared by vehicles of different dimensions with 
allocations in proportion to the product of gross operating 
weights and distance traveled, 

Only preliminary results from a fourth approach -- 
the incremental method -- were available at the time the 
study was submitted and the findings were not included, 
However, Federal Highway Administrator Rex M, Whitton 
March 14 told the Ways and Means Committee that the 
incremental method in theory was ‘‘considered the most 
sound of the four methods.”’ 

The incremental method was based on the concept 
that most highway requirements which vary with vehicle 
weight and size can be built from adesign appropriate for 
light vehicles to which successive increments were added 
to meet the requirements of the progressively heavier 
vehicles. Rates under this method fall between those 
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Chart ez 
e . - 
How Cost Studies Would Reapportion Highway Payments 
The following chart shows the estimated payments per highway vehicle under various existing taxes, compared 
with what each vehicle would pay under three alternative cost allocation methods used by the Bureau of Roads in a 
study released in January. Under each of the three alternative methods, allocations are assigned to produce sufficient 
revenues to complete the Interstate System by June 30, 1972. 
ESTIMATED ANNUAL PAYMENTS UNDER 
Estimated 1964 ALTERNATIVE COST ALLOCATION METHODS 
Approximate Payments per 
Weight in Vehicle at Gross-ton-mile Cost-function Differential Benefit 
Type of Vehicle Pounds Existing tax Rates Method Method Method 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Passenger Car (gas) 4,413 $ 28.19 $ 21.85 $ 25.08 $ 31.35 
Intercity Bus (diesel) 26,000 540.66 1,565.20 1,321.60 808.50 
Pickup Truck (gas) 5,000 32.94 20.52 22.14 31.50 
Stake Truck (gas) 15,000 67.51 68.64 63.00 55.32 
Van Truck (gas) 19,000 94.48 106.05 96.45 78.45 
Dump Truck (gas) 40,000 423.13 506.40 410.10 230.40 
Tractor-semitrailer (gas) 40,000 405.46 949.20 801.60 505.20 
Tractor-semitrailer (gas) 55,000 724.08 2,003.40 1,667.40 870.60 
Tractor-semitrailer (diesel) 55,000 613.05 2,003.40 1,667.40 870.60 
Tractor-semitrailer (diesel) 62,000 820.62 3,594.50 3,005.80 1,245.30 
Tractor-semitraiier (diesel) 72,000 880.77 3,594.50 3,005.80 1,245.30 
Tractor semi & full trailer 
(diesel) 76,000 920.96 4,100.60 3,201.80 310.80 








derived from the cost function and differential benefits 
methods. 

The Cost Allocation study also made several other 
conclusions regarding the federal-aid highway program, 
namely: 

@ National highways have had considerable advan- 
tageous effects on urban, suburban and rural areas by 
enabling industries and businesses to resituate in more 
desirable locations, reducing transportation costs and 
increasing access to markets and supply areas. 

e@ The principal disadvantage of the national highway 
program has been the dislocation of homes, business and 
farms. 

@ The equitable share of the cost of the program was 
92 percent for motor vehicle users and 8 percent for 
non-users. 

President Kennedy in his Feb. 28 message dis- 
missed that portion of the study recommending an 8 
percent non-users share, saying it was ‘‘open to serious 
challenge.’’ Opponents of the President’s proposal, 
however, have used the recommendation to justify re- 
quests for contributions to the Highway Trust Fund from 
the Treasury’s general fund. 


Administration Bill 


President Kennedy’s proposals were sent to Congress 
March 14 in the form of adraft bill with an accompanying 
message in which the President said he was ‘‘convinced 
that either stretching out or cutting back our highway pro- 
gram would be unwise’’ and that unless his proposals were 
‘‘enacted promptly, apportionments tothe states will have 
to be reduced substantially below desired levels.’’ 

In addition to strengthening the Interstate program, 
the Administration bill would authorize an increase in 
federal contributions to the ABC roads at the rate of $25 
million every two years, beginning in fiscal 1964, from 
the current $925 million level to a new $1 billion level. 
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Allocation of money for the two programs involves 
three steps -- annual apportionment ceilings authorized 
far in advance by Congress, followed by actual apportion- 
ments (commitments) to the individual states, and finally, 
payment of the money. 

The apportionment ceilings for both the Interstate 
and ABC programs under existing law, compared with 
those proposed by the Administration, are shown in 
chart 2, Actual apportionments in recent years have 
sometimes been less than the amount authorized by 
Congress due to the availability of fewer funds than had 
been anticipated. 

Through fiscal 1961, $9,515,000,000 had been com- 
mitted to the Interstate program in actual apportionments 
and $5,905,000,000 to the ABC program for a total of 
$15,420,000,000. Disbursements, which generally lag 
behind apportionments, during the same period amounted 
to $10,898,000,000. 

Total disbursements for both programs through fiscal 
1973, according to Administration figures, will amount to 
$52,543,000,000 (some $1.5 billion less than the apportion- 
ment figure shown in chart 2, due to lags in payments). 
Since $10,898,000,000 will have been disbursed by the 
end of fiscal 1961 (see above), this leaves $41 ,645,000,000 
to be disbursed during the remainder of the program. A 
current balance of $108 million was available inthe Trust 
Fund, leaving $41,537,000,000 to be raised. Existing 
legislation is expected to provide $31,797,000,000 -- 
$9,740,000,000 short of the amount needed. President 
Kennedy’s program is designed to provide the full $41,- 
537,000,000. (For full details of how these proposals 
were estimated to provide the needed $41.6 billion in 
revenues, see chart 3.) 

Under the draft bill, the gasoline tax scheduled to 
be reduced from 4 cents to 3 cents a gallon July 1 would 
be continued at its present level, and other taxes would 
be increased as follows: diesel fuel from 4 cents to 7 
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cents a gallon; trucks over 26,000 pounds from $1.50 to 
$5 per 1,000 pounds; and highway tires, innertubes and 
tread rubber from 8, 9 and 3 cents, respectively, to 10 
cents each. 

At the same time, the bill would: repeal the diversion 
of $800 million annually in automobile, parts and acces- 
sories excise taxes from the Treasury’s general fund to 
the Highway Trust Fund, scheduled to take place July 1; 
keep aviation fuel tax receipts in the Treasury’s general 
fund rather than continue their transfer to the Highway 
Trust Fund ($22 million for fiscal 1962); and continue for 
four more years the federal ‘‘incentive bonus’’ for states 
which control outdoor advertising along Interstate high- 
ways and increase the bonus from 1/2 percent to 1 percent 
of the state’s regular allotment. 

Other provisions would transfer the financing of 
forest and public land highways from general revenues 
to the Trust Fund and require the Secretary of Commerce 
to make sure that state highway departments assured 
families, forced to relocate because of highway construc- 
tion, of alternative housing of comparable cost and con- 
dition. The program would become effective July 1, 1961. 

The President warned Congress that if it rejected his 
proposals it should be ‘‘prepared to increase gasoline 
taxes on all users as recommended”’ by former Presi- 
dent Eisenhower who had asked that the tax be raised to 
4% cents per gallon. 


Hearings 


In favor of the Administration bill -- Secretary of 
the Treasury Douglas Dillon, appearing before the House 
Ways and Means Committee March 14, said the desir- 
ability of shifting a ‘‘considerable part’’ of the revenue in- 
crease on to heavier trucks was “‘clearly borne out by the 
various state and federal studies.’’ If Congress chose to 
divert revenues from the general fund into the Highway 
Trust Fund, Dillon said, it was most likely such diversion 
“‘will in fact mean the use of deficit financing to build 
our highways.” 

Director of the Budget Bureau David Bell, also 
March 14, said the President’s proposal was the most 
desirable of the various alternatives since any other 
course would “shift the (tax) burden to the general 
population and would be a departure from the fundamental 
self-sustaining principle underlying the highway pro- 
gram.’’ Bell rejected the conclusion that 8 percent of 
the federal share of the Interstate program should be 
provided by non-users because the study had failed to take 
into account the current contributions of non-users to 
state shares through local taxes. 

In a statement released March 14, the AFL-CIO gave 
its ‘‘complete support’’ to the President’s program. 

Against the bill -- The substance of the argument of 
those opposing the Administration bill -- primarily truck- 
ing associations and oil companies -- was that the gasoline 
tax should be allowed to revert back to3 cents per gallon 
on July 1 and a greater share of the highway costs should 
come from the Treasury’s general fund as contributions 
of non-users. 

Edward V. Kiley of the American Trucking Associa- 
tions Inc. March 16 said the increased taxes would 
result in a loss of available taxes for the Trust Fund, 
a loss of highway taxes to the states and severe aggrava- 
tion of the unemployment problem, Kiley said the ATA 
‘*reluctantly’’ supported the alternative of stretching out 
construction on the Interstate system. 
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Highway Authorizations [Cher 2] 
Interstate Program ABC Program* 
FY Existing | Proposed | Existing | Proposed 
(figures in millions) 

1962 $ 2,200 | $ 2,200 $925 $ 920 
1963 2,200 2,400 925 966 
1964 2,200 2,600 -- 991 
1965 2,200 2,700 -- 991 
1966 2,200 2,80C -- 1,016 
1967 2,200 2,900 -- 1,016 
1968 1,500 3,000 -- 1,041 
1969 1,025 3,000 -- 1,041 
1970 -- 3,000 -- 1,041 
1971 -- 2,885 -- 1,041 
1972 -- -- -- 1,041 
TOTALS, 
1962-72] $15,725 | $27,485 -- $11,105 
Actual 
1957-61 9,515 9,515 -- 5,905 
1957-72 | $25,240 | $37,000 -- $17,010 

Proposed Interstate $37 ,000 

Proposed ABC 17,010 

Grand Total $54,010 

*Proposals include payments for public lands and forest bighways 
currently paid for from general revenues. 











Sidney Zagri, legislative counsel of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen 
and Helpers of America said all users and non-users of 
the national highway system should be given the burden 
of paying for the program. He said the Administration's 
proposal would ‘‘grossly increase the truckers’ cost of 
operation and give the railroads tremendous advantage in 
their present drive for monopolistic power against the 
trucking industry.”’ 

Brown Williams of the Mississippi Oil Jobbers Assn. 
March 17 said the increased gasoline tax has put pres- 
sure on the motorist toturntothe smaller economy sized 
car which in turn has meant a reduction in gasoline tax 
revenues. Thistrend, he said, would cause the automotive 
industry to suffer ‘‘severe damage’’ and therefore the 
Interstate highways anticipated by 1972 would be ‘‘monu- 
ments to fiscal folly, mocked by the traffic of compact 
cars toddling along massive expressways.”’ 

The same day, William G, Walters of the American 
Automobile Assn. said the proposed tax schedule was 
dictated by considerations of budget rather than equity. 
The AAA, he said, favored the use of a portion of the 
federal excise tax on automobiles, parts and accessories 
to keep the program going while a thorough study was 
made of highway costs and equities. 

In a special release Feb. 28 the National Tire Dealers 
and Retreaders Assn. warned the proposed increase on 
tread rubber would ‘“‘shatter 10,000 independent re- 
treaders’ hopes of staying in business.’’ NTDRA Presi- 
dent W.W. Marsh said the 10 cents per pound tax on 
retread rubber was ‘‘not only a 233 percent increase in 
current excise taxes, but also is equal to one-third the 
total cost of tread rubber.”’ 
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Dollars in millions 


Proposed Sources of Revenue to the Highway Trust Fund 





ITEMS 


PRESENT LAW 


PROPOSED 
CHANGE 


REVENUE UNDER 
PRESENT LAW 


Fiscal | 1l-YEAR PERIOD 


REVENUE UNDER 
PROPOSED LAWt 


Fiscal 





Gasoline 


Diesel 


Automobiles 


Trucks, Buses 
and Trailers 


Tires 


Innertubes 


Tread Rubber 


Parts and 


Accessories 


Vehicle Use 


Interest 


Total 








tincludes $1,301 million to be « 


4 cents per gallon through 
June 30, 1961 

3 cents per gallon thereafter 

Entire net proceeds go to 
Trust Fund 


4 cents per gallon through 
June 30, 1961 

3 cents per gallon thereafter 

Entire net proceeds go to 
Trust Fund 


10 percent tax on manufac- 
turer’s wholesale price. 
Half of proceeds go to 
Trust Fund for fiscal years 
1962, 1963 and 1964 


10 percent tax on manufac- 
turer’s wholesale price. 
Half of proceeds go to 
Trust Fund 


8 cents per lb. for highway 
tires, and 5 cents per Ib. 
for ‘‘other tires’’ 

Entire net proceeds go to 
Trust Fund 


9 cents per Ib. tax 
Entire net proceeds go to 
Trust Fund 


3 cents per Ib. tax 
Entire net proceeds go to 
Trust Fund 


8 percent tax on manufac- 
turer’s wholesale price. 
Five-eighths of proceeds go 
to Trust Fund for fiscal 
years 1962, 1963 and 1964 


Tax of $1.50 per 1,000 lbs. 
gross weight for vehicles 
weighing over 26,000 lbs. 
when loaded, Entire net 
proceeds go to Trust Fund 


llected after June 30, 1972 


SOURCE 





Continuation of 
present 4-cent per 
gallon rate 

Entire net proceeds 
go toTrust Fund 


7 cents per gallon 
Entire net proceeds 
go to Trust Fund 


Nothing to Trust 
Fund 


No change 


10 cents per lb, for 
highway tires, and 
5 cents per Ib. for 
‘other tires’’ 

Entire net proceeds 
go to Trust Fund 


10 cents per Ib. tax 
Entire net proceeds 
go to Trust Fund 


10 cents per Ib. tax 
Entire net proceeds 
go to Trust Fund 
Nothing to Trust 

Fund 


$5.00 per 1,000 lbs. 
gross weight for 
vehicles weighing 
over 26,000 lbs. 
when loaded. En- 
tire net proceeds 
go to Trust Fund, 





1962 Fiscal 1962-1972 
$1,820 $21,848 
74 1,150 
679 2,080 
143 1,739 
286 3,456 
16 176 
15 218 
131 412 
50 677 
2 41 
$31,797 


$3,216 


BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 





11-YEAR PERIOD 

1962 Fiscal 1962-1972 
$2,296 $29,425 
151 2,718 
143 1,766 
350 4,342 
18 201 
49 748 
167 2,296 
2 41 
$41,537 


$3,176 | 





— jie 
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TEXT OF PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S MARCH 22 FOREIGN AID MESSAGE 


Following is the complete text of President Kennedy’s Special Message on 
Foreign Aid, submitted to Congress March 22: 


TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

This nation must begin any discussion of ‘‘foreignaid’’ in 1961 
with the recognition of three facts: 

1. Existing foreign aid programs and concepts are largely un- 
satisfactory and unsuited for our needs and for the needs of the 
underdeveloped world as it enters the Sixties. 

2. The economic collapse of those free but less developed 
nations which now stand poised between sustained growth and eco- 
nomic chaos would be disastrous to our national security, harmful 
to our comparative prosperity and offensive to our conscience. 

3. There exists, in the 1960’s, an historic opportunity for a 
major economic assistance effort by the free industrialized nations 
to move more than half the people of the less-developed nations 
into self-sustained economic growth, while the rest move substan- 
tially closer to the day when they, too, will no longer have to depend 
on outside assistance. 


Foreign aid -- America’s unprecedented response to world 
challenges -- has not been the work of one party or one Adminis- 
tration, It has moved forward under the leadership of two great 
Presidents -- Harry Truman and Dwight Eisenhower -- and drawn 
its support from forward-looking members of both political parties 
in the Congress and throughout the nation. 

Our first major foreign aid effort was anemergency program 
of relief -- of food and clothing andshelter -- to areas devastated 
by World War II. Next we embarked on the Marshall Plan -- a 
towering and successful program to rebuild the economies of 
Western Europe and prevent a communist takeover. This was 
followed by Point 4 -- an effort tomake scientific and technologi- 
cal advances available to the people of developing nations. And 
recently the concept of development assistance, coupled with the 
OECD, has opened the door to a united free world effort to assist 
the economic and social development of the less developed areas 
of the world. 

To achieve this new goal we will need to renew the spirit of 
common effort which lay behind our past efforts -- we must also 
revise our foreign aid organization, and our basic concepts of 
operation to meet the new problems which now confront us. 

For no objective supporter of foreign aid canbe satisfied with 
the existing program -- actually a multiplicity of programs. 
Bureaucratically fragmented, awkward and slow, its administration 
is diffused over a haphazard and irrational structure covering at 
least four departments and several other agencies. The program 
is based on a series of legislative measures and administrative 
procedures conceived at different times and for different purposes, 
many of them now obsolete, inconsistent and unduly rigid and thus 
unsuited for our present needs and purposes. Its weaknesses have 
begun to undermine confidence in our effort both here and abroad. 

The program requires a highly professional skilled service, 
attracting substantial numbers of high caliber men and women 
capable of sensitive dealing with other governments, and with a 
deep understanding of the process of economic development. How- 
ever, uncertainty and declining public prestige have all contributed 
to a fallin the morale and efficiency of those employees in the field 
who are repeatedly frustrated by the delays and confusions caused 
by overlapping agency jurisdictions and unclear objectives. Only 
the persistent efforts of those dedicated and hard-working public 
servants who have kept the program going, managed to bring some 
success to our efforts overseas. 

In addition, uneven and undependable short-term financing has 
weakened the incentive for the long-term planning and self-help 
by the recipient nations which are essential to serious economic 
development, The lack of stability and continuity in the program -- 
the necessity to accommodate all planning to a yearly deadline -- 


when combined with a confusing multiplicity of American aid agen- 
cies within a single nation abroad -- have reduced the effective- 
ness of our own assistance and made more difficult the task of 
setting realistic targets and sound standards. Piecemeal projects 
hastily designed to match the rhythm ofthe fiscal year are no sub- 
stitute for orderly long-term planning. The ability to make long- 
range commitments has enabled the Soviet Union to use its aid 
program to make developing nations economically dependent on 
Russian support -- thus advancing the aims of world communism. 

Although our aid programs have helped to avoid economic 
chaos and collapse, and assisted many nations to maintain their 
independence and freedom -- nevertheless itis a fact that many of 
the nations we are helping are not much nearer sustained economic 
growth than they were when our aidoperation began. Money spent 
to meet crisis situations or short-term political objectives while 
helping to maintain national integrity and independence has rarely 
moved the recipient nation toward greater economic stability. 


Il. 


In the face of these weaknesses and inadequacies -- and with 
the beginning of a new decade ofnew problems -- it is proper that 
we draw back and ask with candor a fundamental question: Is a 
foreign aid program really necessary? Why should we not lay 
down this burden which our nation has now carried for some fifteen 
years? 

The answer is that there is no escaping our obligations: our 
moral obligations as a wise leader and good neighbor in the inter- 
dependent community of free nations -- our economic obligations 
as the wealthiest people in a world of largely poor people, as a 
nation no longer dependent upon the loans from abroad that once 
helped us develop our own economy -- and our political obliga- 
tions as the single largest counter to the adversaries of freedom. 

To fail to meet those obligations now would be disastrous; and, 
in the long run, more expensive. For widespread poverty and 
chaos lead to a collapse of existing political and social structures 
which would inevitably invite the advance of totalitarianism into 
every weak and unstable area. Thus our own security would be 
endangered and our prosperity imperiled. A program of assist- 
ance to the underdeveloped nations must continue because the 
nation’s interest and the cause of political freedom require it. 

We live at a very special moment in history. The whole 
southern half of the world -- Latin America, Africa, the Middle 
East, and Asia -- are caught up in the adventures of asserting 
their independence and modernizing their old ways of life. These 
new nations need aid in loans and technical assistance just as we 
in the Northern half of the World drew successively on one an- 
other’s capital and know-how as we moved into industrialization 
and regular growth, 

But in our time these new nations need help for a special 
reason. Without exception they are under Communist pressure. 
In many cases, that pressure is direct and military. In others, 
it takes the form of intense subversive activity designed to break 
down and supersede the new -- and often frail -- modern institu- 
tions they have thus far built. 

But the fundamental task of our foreign aid program in the 
1960’s is not negatively to fight Communism: Its fundamental task 
is to help make a historical demonstration that in the twentieth 
century, as in the nineteenth -- inthe southern half of the globe as 
in the north -- economic growth and political democracy can de- 
velop hand in hand. 

In short we have not only obligations to fulfill, we have great 
opportunities to realize. We are, | am convinced, on the thresh- 
old of a truly united and major effort by the free industrialized 
nations to assist the less-developed nations on a long-term basis. 
Many of these less-developed nations are on the threshold of 
achieving sufficient economic, social and political strength and 
self-sustained growth to stand permanently on their own feet. The 
1960’s can be -- must be -- the crucial ‘‘Decade of Develop- 
ment’’ -- the period when many less-developed nations make the 
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transition into self-sustained growth -- the period in which an en- 
larged community of free, stable and self-reliant nations can 
reduce world tensions and insecurity. This goalis in our grasp if, 
and only if, the other industrialized nations now join us in develop- 
ing with the recipients a set of commonly agreed criteria, a set 
of long-range goals, and a common undertaking to meet those 
goals, in which each nation’s contribution is related to the contri- 
butions of others and to the precise needs of each less-developed 
nation. Our job, in its largest sense, is to create a new partner- 
ship between the northern and southern halves of the world, to 
which all free nations can contribute, in which each free nation 
must assume a responsibility proportional to its means. 

We must unite the free industrialized nations in a common 
effort to help those nations within reach of stable growth get 
underway. And the foundation for this unity has already been laid 
by the creation of the OECD under the leadership of President 
Eisenhower. Such a unified effort will help launch the economies 
of the newly developing countries ‘‘into orbit’’ -- bringing them 
to a stage of self-sustained growth where extraordinary outside 
assistance is not required. Ifthis canbe done -- and I have every 
reason to hope it can be done -- then this decade will be a signifi- 
cant one indeed in the history of free men. 

But our success in achieving these goals, in creating an en- 
vironment in which the energies of struggling peoples can be 
devoted to constructive purposes in the world community -- and 
our success in enlisting a greater common effort toward this end 
on the part of other industrialized nations -- depends to a large 
extent upon the scope and continuity of our own efforts. If we en- 
courage recipient countries to dramatize a series of short-term 
crises as a basis for our aid -- instead of depending on a plan for 
long-term goals -- then we will dissipate our funds, our goodwill 
and our leadership. Nor will we be any nearer to either our 
security goals or to the end of the foreign aid burden. 

In short, this Congress at this session must make possible a 
dramatic turning point in the troubled history of foreign aid to the 
underdeveloped world. We must say tothe less-developed nations, 
if they are willing to undertake necessary internal reform and 
self-help -- and to the other industrialized nations, if they are 
willing to undertake a much greater effort on a much broader 


























scale -- that we then intend during this coming decade of develop- 
ment to achieve a decisive turn-around in the fate of the less- 
developed world, looking toward the ultimate day when all nations 
can be self-reliant and when foreign aid will no longer be needed. 

However, this will not be an easy task. The magnitude of the 
problems is staggering. In Latin America, for example, population 
growth is already threatening to outpace economic growth -- and 
in some parts of the continent living standards are actually declin- 
ing. In 1945 the population of our 20 sister American Republics 
was 145 million, It is now greater than that of the United States, 
and by the year 2000, less than forty years away, Latin American 
population will be 592 million, compared with 312 million for the 
United States. Latin America will have to double its real income 
in the next thirty years simply to maintain already low standards 
of living. And the problems are no less serious or demanding in 
the other developing areas of the world. Thus to bring real eco- 
nomic progress to Latin America and to the rest of the less- 
developed world will require a sustained and united effort on the 
part of the Latin American Republics, the United States and our 
free world allies. 

This will require leadership, by this country inthis year. And 
it will require a fresh approach -- a more logical, efficient and 
successful long-term plan -- for American foreign aid. I strongly 
recommend to the Congress the enactment of sucha plan, as con- 
tained in a measure to be sent shortly to the Congress and 
described below. 





Ill. 


If our foreign aid funds are to be prudently and effectively 
used, we need a whole new set of basic concepts and principles: 
1, Unified administration and operation -- a single agency in 
Washington and the field, equipped with a flexible set of tools, in 
place of several competing and confusing aid units. 

2. Country plans -- a carefully thought through program 
tailored to meet the needs and the resource potential of each indi- 
vidual country, instead ofa series of individual, unrelated projects. 
Frequently, in the past, our development goals and projects have 
not been undertaken as integral steps in a long-range economic 
development program, 
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3. Long-term planning and financing -- the only way to make 
meaningful and economical commitments. 

4. Special emphasis on development loans repayable in dol- 
lars -- more conducive to business-like relations and mutual 
respect than sustaining grants or loans repaid in local currencies, 
although some instances of the latter are unavoidable. 

5. Special attention to those nations most willing and able to 








mobilize their own resources, make necessary social and economic 


reforms, engage in long-range planning, and make the other efforts 
necessary if these are to reach the stage of self-sustaining growth. 
6. Multi-lateral approach -- a program and level of commit- 
ments designed to encourage and complement an increased effort 
by other industrialized nations. 

7. A new agency with new personnel -- drawing upon the most 
competent and dedicated career servants now in the field, and at- 
tracting the highest quality from every part of the nation. 

8. Separation from military assistance -- our program ofaid 
to social and economic development must be seen on its own 
merits, and judged in the light of its vital and distinctive contri- 


bution to our basic security needs. 
IV. 























I propose that our separate and often confusing aid programs 
be integrated into a single Administration embracing the present 
Washington and Field operations of 

A. The International Cooperation Administration (ICA) and 
all its technical assistance (Point 4) and other programs; 

B. The Development Loan Fund (DLF); 

C, The Food-for-Peace Program (PL 480) in its relations 
with other countries, while also recognizing its essential role in 
our farm economy; 

D. The local currency lending activities of the Export-Import 
Bank; 

E. The Peace Corps, recognizing its distinctive contribution 
beyond the area of economic development; 

F. The donation of non-agricultural surpluses from other 
national stockpiles of excess commodities or equipment; 

G. All other related staff and program services now provided 
by the Department of State as well as ICA. 

The field work in all these operations will be under the direc- 
tion of a single mission chief in each country reporting to the 
American Ambassador. This is intended to remove the difficulty 
which the aided countries and our own field personnel sometimes 
encounter in finding the proper channel of decision-making. 
Similarly, central direction and final responsibility in Washington 
will be fixed in an Administrator of a single agency -- reporting 
directly to the Secretary of State and the President -- working 
through Washington directors for each major geographical area, 
and through the directors of the constituent resource units whose 
functions are drawn together in each national plan: a development 
lending organization, Food-for-Peace, the Peace Corps, and a 
unit for technical and other assistance stressing Education and 
Human Resources, -- initiating a program of research, develop- 
ment and scientific evaluation to increase the effectiveness of our 
aid effort; and in addition, the Secretary of State will coordinate 
with economic aid the military assistance program administered 
by the Department of Defense, the related operations of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank, and the role of the United States in the Inter- 
American Fund for Social Progress and activities of international 
organizations. 

Under the jurisdiction of both the Secretary ofState in Wash- 
ington and the Ambassadors in the field, foreign aid can more ef- 
fectively play its part as an effective instrument of our over-all 
efforts for world peace andsecurity. The concentration of respon- 
sibilities and increased status will both require and attract high- 
caliber personnel. Programs such as the Peace Corps and Food- 
for- Peace, far from being submerged, will be used more effectively 
and their distinctive identity and appeal preserved -- and Food- 
for-Peace will continue to be based on availabilities determined 
by the Department of Agriculture. 

But I am not proposing merely a reshuffling and relabeling 
of old agencies and their personnel, without regard to their com- 
petence. I am recommending the replacement of these agencies 
with a new one -- a fresh start under new leadership. 


vs 


But new organization is not enough. We need a new working 
concept. 
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At the center of the new effort must be national development 
programs. It is essential that the developing nations set for 
themselves sensible targets; that these targets be based on 
balanced programs for their own economic, educational and social 
growth -- programs which use their own resources to the 
maximum. If planning assistance is required, our own aid organ- 
ization will be prepared to respond to requests for such assist- 
ance, along with the International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development and other international and private institutions. Thus, 
the first requirement is that each recipient government seriously 
undertake to the best of its ability on its own those efforts of 
resource mobilization, self-help and internal reform -- including 
land reform, tax reform and improved education and social 
justice -- which its own development requires and which would 
increase its capacity to absorb external capital productivity. 

These national development programs -- and the kind of 
assistance the Free World provides -- must be tailored to the 
recipients’ current stage of development and their foreseeable 
potential. A large infusion of development capital cannot now be 
absorbed by many nations newly emerging from a wholly under- 
developed condition. Their primary need at first will be the 
development of human resources, education, technical assistance 
and the groundwork of basic facilities and institutions necessary 
for further growth. Other countries may possess the necessary 
human and material resources to move toward status as devel- 
oping nations, but they need transitional assistance from the 
outside to enable them to mobilize those resources and move into 
the more advanced stage of development where loans can put them 
on their feet. Still others already have the capacity to absorb and 
effectively utilize substantial investment capital. 

Finally, it will be necessary, for the time being, to provide 
grant assistance to those nations that are hard pressed by external 
or internal pressure so that they can meet those pressures and 
maintain their independence. In suchcases it will be our objective 
to help them, as soon as circumstances permit, make the transi- 
tion from instability and stagnation to growth; shifting our 
assistance as rapidly as possible from a grant to a development 
loan basis. For our new program should not be based merely on 
reaction to communist threats or short-term crises. We have a 
positive interest in helping less-developed nations provide decent 
living standards for their people and achieve sufficient strength, 
self-respect and independence to become self-reliant members of 
the community of nations. And thus our aid should be conditioned 
on the recipients’ ability and willingness to take the steps neces- 
sary to reach that goal. 

To meet the varied needs of many nations, the new aid Admin- 
istration will have a flexible set of tools, coordinated and shaped 
to fit each national development program: the grant or sale (for 
either local currency or dollars with special repayment terms) 
of surplus foods, equipment and other items; technical assistance; 
skilled manpower from the Peace Corps; development grants; 
transitional sustaining or emergency grants; development loans 
repayable in local currency; and development loans repayable in 
dollars, with special terms of repayment that will meet the needs 
of the recipient country. These tools will be coordinated with the 
activities of the Export-Import Bank, and with loan and investment 
guarantees to private enterprise. 

The instrument of primary emphasis -- the single most 
important tool -- will be long-term development loans at low or 
no rates of interest, repayable in dollars, and designed to pro- 
mote growth in those less-developed nations which have a real 
chance for ultimate self-reliance but which lack the ability to 
service loans from normal lending institutions. The terms of 
repayment will vary from as long as 50 years for those countries 
just starting on the road to development, toa much shorter period 
of time for those countries that are nearing the stage of self- 
sufficient growth. 

Such long-term loans are preferable to outright grants, or 
“‘soft loans’’ repayable in local currencies that are of little 
benefit to the American taxpayer. The emphasis on low or 
interest-free loans is not designed to undercut other institutions, 
The objective is to rely on flexibility in the repayment period and 
the requirement of ultimate dollar repayment for insuring strict 
accountancy while meeting individual needs in an area not met by 
suppliers of capital on normal terms. 

Lending on these terms is not normal banking practice. We 
are banking on the emergence over coming years and decades of 
a group of independent, growing, self-reliant nations. 
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VI. 


A program based on long-range plans instead of short-run 
crises cannot be financed on a short-term basis. Long-term 
authorization, planning and financing are the key to the continuity 
and efficiency of the entire program, If we are unwilling to make 
such a long-term commitment, we cannot expect any increased 
response from other potential donors or any realistic planning 
from the recipient nations. 

I recommend, therefore, an authorization for the new aid 
agency of not less than five years, with borrowing authority also 
for five years to commit and make dollar repayable loans within 
the limits spelled out below. No other step would be such a clear 
signal of our intentions to all the world. No other step would do 
more to eliminate the restrictions and confusions which have 
rendered the current foreign aid program sooftenineffective. No 
other step would do more to help obtain the service of top-flight 
personnel. And in no other way can we encourage the less- 
developed nations to make a sustained national effortover a long- 
term period. 

For, if we are to have a program designed to brighten the 
future, that program must have a future. Experience has shown 
that long-range needs cannot be met evenly and economically by 
a series of one-year programs. Close consultation and coopera- 
tion with the Congress and its Committees will still be essential, 
including an annual review of the program. 

And we will still need annual appropriations of those amounts 
needed to meet requirements for which dollar repayable loans 
would be unsuitable. These appropriations should be available 
until spent in order to avoid any wasteful rush to obligate funds 
at the end of a fiscal year. 

The new continuity and flexibility this kind of long-term 
authority will bring cannot help but result in more productive 
criteria, a greater effort on the part of the developing nations, 
greater contributions from our more prosperous allies, more solid 
results and real long-run economy to the taxpayers. The new 
emphasis on long-term plans and realistic targets will give both 
the Congress and the Executive a better basis for evaluating the 
validity of our expenditures and progress. 


Vil. 


A long-term program and borrowing authority, even though 
limited, will enable us to demonstrate the seriousness of our 
intentions to other potential donors and to the less-developed 
world. Over the next five years, the economic program here 
proposed, together with an expanded Food for Peace Program as 
recommended in my Agricultural Message, and project loans by 
the Export-Import Bank, will constitute direct U.S, economic 
assistance activity of considerable magnitude. 

It will, however, take time to institute the new concepts and 
practices which are proposed. Thus, during this initial year, while 
we will need to make the necessary long-term commitments for 
development lending, it is unnecessary to ask the Congress for 
any additional funds for this year’s program. 

Consequently, while the funds requested by my predecessor 
will be sharply shifted in terms of their use and purpose, | am 
asking the Congress for a total foreign aid budget of new obliga- 
tional authority no greater than that requested in the rock- 
bottom Budget previously submitted ($4 billion) despite the fact 
that the number of new nations needing assistance is constantly 
increasing; and, though increasing such authority for non-military 
aid while reducing military assistance, this Budget provides for 
a level of actual expenditures on non-military aid no greater 
than reflected in the previous Budget ($1.9 billion). (These figures 
do not, of course, reflect P.L. 480 operations.) 

In deciding on this program, I have also carefully considered 
its impact on our balance of payments. We are now putting max- 
imum emphasis, in both our development lending and grant aid 
programs, on the procurement of goods and services of United 
States origin. As | pointed out in my message on the balance of 
payments, under present procedures not more than 20%of foreign 
economic aid expenditures will affect our balance of payments. 
This means that approximately $2 billion out of the requested 
$2.4 billion in economic aid will be spent directly for goods and 
services benefiting the American economy. 

This is important. For not only dowe have the highest gross 
national product, both total and per capita, of any country in the 


heprekanen ponttied choke sb pen scopy asheraicto, Week ending March 24, 1961 -- PAGE 497 








Presidential Report - 4 


world, thus making clear both our obligations and our capacity 
to do our full part, but we are currently under-utilizing our great 
economic capacity because of economic recession and slack. 
Less than 80% of our industrial capacity is now in use, and nearly 
seven percent of our labor force is unemployed. Under these 
circumstances cutbacks in the foreign aid program would be felt 
not only in loss of economic progress and hope abroad but in loss 
of markets and income for business, labor, and agriculture at 
home, 

In short, this program will not in whole or in part unbalance 
the previous budget in any fashion. Its impact on our balance of 
payments will be marginal. And its benefits for our domestic 
economy should not be overlooked. 

The $4 billion previously requested for Fiscal Year 1962 
will be reallocated under this new program as follows: 

* Military assistance will be reduced from the $1.8 billion 
requested to $1.6 billion, as discussed below. 

* Economic assistance, with a much greater portion going to 
development loans, a small increase in development grants, and 
a reduction in sustaining grants, will total $2.4 billion. 

* Of this, $1.5 billion will be contained in the usual annual 
appropriation of new obligational authority to finance the part of 
the program that is not suitable for dollar development loans: 
grants for education, social progress and institutional development, 
the Peace Corps, and sustaining aid. $900 million will be available 
for long-term low or interest-free development loans tobe repaid 
in dollars, financed through an authorization of public debt borrow- 
ing authority which would also provide no more than $1.6 billion 
for each of the succeeding four years. Also to be made available 
for such loans under the new system of full coordination will be 
the unappropriated dollar funds now coming in in repayment of 
the principal and interest on certain previous loans to foreign 
governments (United Kingdom, E.C,A., G.A.R.I,O.A. and others, 
-- but not the Export-Import Bank.) 


Vill. 


The economic programs I am recommending in this message 
cannot succeed without peace and order. A vital element toward 
such stability is assurance of military strength sufficient to 
protect the integrity of these emerging nations while they are 
advancing to higher and more adequate levels of social and 
economic wellbeing. 

I shall therefore request the Congress to provide at this time 
$1.6 billion for provision of Military Assistance. This figure is 
the amount required to meet the U.S, share in maintaining forces 
that already exist, and to honor firm existing commitments for 
the future. 

I am frank to say that we cannot now say with precision whe- 
ther this amount will meet the minimum level of military aid 
which our basic security policy might demand this year, The 
emergence of new crises or new conflicts may require us to 
make an even greater effort. 

However, while I have mentioned in this message the amount 
to be allocated to military assistance, those funds, while coor- 
dinated with the policies of the new Agency, will not be adminis- 
tered by it and should not be included in its appropriation. In 
order to make clear the peaceful and positive purposes of this 
program, to emphasize the new importance this Administra- 
tration places on economic and social development quite apart 
from security interests, and to make clear the relation between 
the Military Assistance Program and those interests, I shall 
propose a separate authorization for military assistance with 
appropriations as part of the Defense budget. Moreover, to the 
extent that world security conditions permit, military assistance 
will in the future more heavily emphasize the internal security, 
civil works and economic growth of the nations thus aided. By this 
shift in emphasis, we mean no lessening of our determination to 
oppose local aggression wherever it mayoccur. We have demons- 
trated our will and ability to protect Free World nations -- if they 
so desire -- from the type of external threat with which many of 
them are still confronted. We will not fall short on this. 


IX, 
The levels on which this new program is based are the 


minimum resulting from a hard reappraisal of each type of 
assistance and the needs of the less-developed world. They 


demonstrate both to the less developed nations and to the other 
industrialized nations that this country will meet its fair share 
of effort necessary to accomplish the desired objective, and their 
effort must be greater as well. These are the rock bottom min- 
imum of funds necessary to do the job. To provide less would 
be wasteful, perhaps more wasteful, than to provide more. 
Certainly it would be wasteful to the security interest of the 
free world. 

But I am hopeful that the Congress will not provide less. 
Assistance to our fellow nations is a responsibility which has been 
willingly assumed and fashioned by two great Presidents in the 
past, one from each party -- and it has been supported by the 
leaders of both parties in both houses who recognized the im- 
portance of our obligations. 

I believe the program which I have outlined is both a reason- 
able and sensible method of meeting those obligations as eco- 
nomically and effectively as possible. I strongly urge its enact- 
ment by the Congress, in full awareness of the many eyes upon 
us -- the eyes of other industrialized nations, awaiting our 
leadership for a stronger united effort -- the eyes of our ad- 
versaries, awaiting the weakening of our resolve in this new area 
of international struggle -- the eyes of the poorer peoples in the 
world, looking for hope and helj, and needing an incentive to 
set realistic long-range goals -- and, finally, the eyes of the 
American people, who are fully aware of their obligations to 
the sick, the poor and the hungry, wherever they may live. 
Thus, without regard to party lines, we shall take this step not 
as Republicans or as Democrats but as leaders of the Free 
World. It will both befit and benefit us to take this step boldly. 
For we are launching a Decade of Development on which will 
depend, substantially, the kind of world in which we and our 
children shall live. 


LABOR-MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 


Following is the complete text of President Kennedy's remarks at the first 
meeting of the President's Labor-Management Advisory Committee March 21 in 
the White House: 


Mr. Secretary, Governor Hodges and Fellow Members: 


The purpose of this Committee is to give direction to the 
general movement of wages and prices so that the general 
welfare of this country can be served. We are breaking new 
ground. Other Presidents have, of course, attempted at different 
stages to intervene in the wage-price matter with general 
exhortations from the White House. These exhortations have not 
had a very great effect but with your help I intend to get a look 
at this situation before there is a crisis. I do not want the White 
House to have to come in at the last minute. Since we are 
breaking new ground, I am not sure how much we can accomplish 
but I do think it is extremely important that we move ahead. 

Our competitive position abroad is affected by the wage- 
price structure here at home, so this is most important in 
national survival. The problem of structural unemployment, 
long range unemployment, is a matter of utmost concern now. 
It is quite possible that we could have a recovery this summer 
and still have six or seven percent of our people unemployed 
in the fall. 

The question is what we should do about it, or what we can 
do about it. How many governmental powers have we to effect 
them? I think it would be helpful if you could give your attention 
to that. It is extremely serious -- steel, coal, automobiles, 
airplanes, these are all being affected by changes in demand, 
as well as in production techniques, and I would think that we 
should as a country be considering the long-range implications 
of these changes, and we should also consider the relationship 
between labor and management as far as collective bargaining 
goes, particularly in the basic directions which affect our national 
well being. 

I could not possibly -- I don’t know the answer to these 
questions, and I am sure none of us does, but | think together we 
ought to consider them. We are going into a critical phase of 
our national life. We want to keep our economy free -- we 
want labor to be free -- we want management to be free -- and 
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we want to keep the Federal government in its proper role. But 
we all, regardless of our politics -- we all have to come to the 
conclusion that the general welfare is involved in every act we 
take. And I would like to see you gentlemen consider how best your 
interests can be served and also the national interest, which is a 
matter that concerns the Vice President and myself. 

So I want to express my thanks to you and to say to you that 
this is your work and you will be given the closest support by 
this Administration. We have two outstanding Members of the 
Cabinet, Mr. Goldberg and Mr. Hodges. They will alternate which 
indicates I think that this is a completely objective study from 
the point of view of labor and management. I am going to be 
particularly interested in it myself. And we want to have all your 
suggestions and ideas so that we are able to compete, so that we 
are able to maintain employment, so we are able to develop 
policies which strengthen the economy of the United States, and 
I hope that you can give us some thoughts about it. 

We have picked, I think, the finest group that could possibly 
be brought to bear on this subject, representing important national 
interests and also men who have a public sense. We are very 
grateful to you for your helping us, and I am sure there cannot 
be any precise guidelines at this point - I think that what you do 
will be very valuable. 


OTHER STATEMENTS 


Other recent public statements by President Kennedy (for previous state- 
ments see Weekly Report p. 401): 


March 5 -- Announcement of the appointment of Judge Simon 
H, Rifkind as Chairman of the Presidential Commission on the 
railway industry’s dispute over work rules and practices. 

March 6 -- White House announcement that the President 
had asked Congress to increase the fiscal 1962 budget of the 
Justice Department by $1,158,000 to enable the Attorney General 
to increase the drive against organized crime, racketeering and 
juvenile delinquency. 

March 6 -- White House announcement that the President 
had outlined the means of effecting a reduction of overseas ex- 
penditures by members of the Armed Forces, U.S. civilian 
employees and their families, emphasizing voluntary reduction 
of from $75 to $110 per year in individual expenditures. (Weekly 
Report p. 412). 

March 6 -- Executive Order No. 10925 establishing the 
President’s Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity to 
combat racial discrimination in the employment policies of Gov- 
ernment agencies and private firms holding Government contracts. 
(Weekly Report p. 391). 

March 7 -- Letter to Speaker of the House Sam Rayburn (D 
Texas) and Vice President Lyndon B, Johnson transmitting 
draft legislation to amend the Mutual Defense Assistance Act 
of 1951. (Weekly Report p. 390). 

March 7 -- White House announcement that the President 
had met with Pakistan Finance Minister Shoaib and Pakistan 
Ambassador Aziz Ahmed for discussion of various aspects of 
United States - Pakistan relations, 


March 8 -- Remarks welcoming Ghana President Kwame 
Nkrumah at Mats Airport. 
March 8 -- Joint Communique after a meeting between the 


President and President Nkrumah stating that they had discussed 
economic and political problems of common interest and re- 
affirmed their belief in the need for unflagging support of United 
Nations efforts to bring peace to the people of the Congo. 

March 9 -- Proclamation extending U.S. greetings to the 
people of Italy on the occasion of the centennial of the unification 
of Italy. 


March 9 -- Announcement that Tunisia President Habib 
Bourgiba would make a state visit to the United States beginning 
May 3. 

March 9 -- White House announcement that U.S, Treasurer 


Elizabeth Rudel Smith had been appointed Chairman of the 
Interdepartmental Committee for Voluntary Payroll Savings Plan 
for the purchase of United States Savings Bonds. 

March 9 -- White House announcement that the President 
had appointed a task force, headed by Richard R. Hough, to study 
the problem of the safe and efficient use of airspace. 

March 9 -- Letter to Speaker of the House Sam Rayburn 
(D Texas) and Vice President Lyndon B, Johnson urging enactment 
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of legislation to enlarge the site of the proposed National Cultural 
Center in Washington, D.C, 

March 11 -- White House announcement that the President 
and Mrs. Kennedy had accepted an offer bythe American Institute 
of Decorators to decorate and refurbish the ground floor library 
of the White House. 

March 12 -- Directive ordering immediate termination of 17 
interdepartmental committees. (Weekly Report p. 428) 

March 13 -- White House announcement that the Lockheed 
Aircraft Corporation had been selected by the Air Force to 
develop a high speed jet cargo and troop carrying aircraft for 
the Military Air Transport Service. 

March 13 -- Announcement that the President had requested 
a $1 million appropriation for the purchase by the Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare of oral polio vaccine to combat 
epidemics. 

March 13 -- Announcement that the Office of Education had 
made loans totaling $100,000 to 328 Cuban students to permit 
them to continue their education during 1961. 

March 14 -- Announcement that Ambassador Arthur H, Dean 
would leave March 15 to head the U.S, delegation to the Confer- 
ence on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests in Geneva. 

March 14 -- White House statement that the President had 
asked Congress for a supplemental appropriation of $100 million 
for fiscal 1961 for reconstruction and rehabilitation of flood damage 
in Chile. (Weekly Report p. 444) 

March 15 -- Announcement that the President had requested 
$3,977,955,000 in supplemental appropriations for fiscal 1961, 
primarily to finance temporary extended unemployment benefits 
and to reimburse the Commodity Credit Corporation for losses 
incurred in 1960 and 1961, (Weekly Report p. 427) 

March 15 -- Announcement that the President had asked 
Congress to increase the fiscal 1962 budget of the Labor Depart- 
ment by $20,935,000 and to increase the amount that could be 
withdrawn from the employment security trust fund in fiscal 
1962 by $25,120,000 to strengthen the U.S, Employment Service. 


March 16 -- Message to the Congress transmitting a report 
of activity under the Federal Disaster Act of 1950 during 1960. 
March 16 -- Remarks at the celebration of the 100th Anni- 


versary of Italian unification, New State Department Auditorium, 

March 17 -- Letter to Health, Education and Welfare Secretary 
Abraham Ribicoff informing him that the Administration concurred 
with his recommendations for a grant to the University of Miami 
to assist Cuban students and professional leaders in exile in the 
United States. 

March 18 -- Announcement that the President had ordered 
discontinuation of the program of intercepting communist propa- 
ganda from abroad. (See p. 487) 

March 18 -- Executive Order No, 10926 extending the time 
within which the emergency board created to investigate a dispute 
between Pan American World Airways and certainof its employees 
should report its findings to the President. 

March 19 -- Transcript of a tape made by Mrs. Kennedy in 
honor of the 20th Anniversary of the National Gallery of Art. 

March 20 -- Executive Order No. 10927 abolishing the Presi- 
dent’s Committee on fund-raising and directing the Civil Service 
Commission Chairman to arrange for voluntary agencies to solicit 
funds from federal employees. 

March 20 -- Proclamation permanently designating the third 
Saturday in May as Armed Forces Day. 

March 20 -- Announcement that the President had asked 
Congress to increase the fiscal 1962 budget of the U.S, Information 
Agency by $11 million to permit expansion of Agency programs 
in Africa and Latin America. 

March 20 -- Announcement that the President had asked Con- 
gress to increase the fiscal 1962 budget of the Agriculture Depart- 
ment by $442,429,000, including $220,929,000 to reimburse the 
Commodity Credit Corporation for costs to be incurred in 1962, and 
the remainder principally to strengthen research, watershed, 
forestry and school lunch programs, and the loanprograms of the 
Rural Electrification Administration and Farmers Home Admin- 
istration. 

March 20 -- Announcement that the President had asked 
Congress for an increase of $1,305,000 in the fiscal 1962 State 
Department budget for African programs, policy planning, and 
the U.S. Mission tothe United Nations and a decrease of $1,435,000 
in contributions to international organizations and international 
fishery commissi- s a net decrease of $130,000. 
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PUBLIC LAWS 


TO BE LISTED NEXT WEEK 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


CQ’s eight subject categories and their subdivisions: 


1, AGRICULTURE Indians, D.C., Territories 

2. APPROPRIATIONS Judiciary 

3. EDUCATION & WELFARE Commemorative 
Education 6. NATIONAL SECURITY 
Health Armed Services & Defense 
Welfare Atomic Energy & Space 
Housing 7. PUBLIC WORKS & RESOURCES 
Veterans Lands 


Resources & Public Works 
8. TAXES & ECONOMIC POLICY 


4. FOREIGN POLICY 
International Affairs 


Immigration Economic Policy & Regulations 
5. GENERAL GOVERNMENT Commerce 

Congress Labor 

Constitution & Civil Liberties Transportation 

Government Operations Taxes 

Post Office & Civil Service Tariffs 


Within each category are Senate bills in chronological order followed 
by House bills in chronological order. Bills are described as follows: 
Bill number, brief description of provisions, sponsor’s name, date intro- 
duced and committee to which bill was assigned. Bills sponsored by more 
than one Senator are listed under the first sponsor, with additional sponsors 
listed. Private bills are not listed. 


1. Agriculture 
SENATE 

S 1313 -- Eliminate ‘‘wheat unfit for human consumption’’ for purposes of 
section 22 of Agricultural Act of 1933. YOUNG (R N.D.), Burdick (D 
N.D.), Mundt (R S.D.), Humphrey (D Minn.), McCarthy (D Minn.), Mag- 
nuson (D Wash.) -- 3/13/61 -- Agriculture and Forestry. 

S 1314 -- Amend Federal Seed Act, as amended, re screenings of seed. 
YOUNG (R N.D.), Burdick (DN.D.), Mundt (R S.D.), Humphrey (D Minn.), 
McCarthy (D Minn.), Magnuson (D Wash.) -- 1/13/61 -- Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

S 1329 -- Re place of delivery of certain food commodities. McCARTHY (D 
Minn.) -- 3/14/61 -- Agriculture and Forestry. 

S 1356 -- Provide for 3-year staggered terms for members of county com- 
mittees. MUNDT (R S.D.) -- 3/15/61 -- Agriculture and Forestry. 

S 1369 -- Extend operation of National Wool Act of 1954,as amended. YAR- 
BOROUGH (D Texas), Metcalf (D Mont.) -- 3/16/61 -- Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

S 1372 -- Authorize temporary release and reapportionment of pooled acre- 
age allotments. SPARKMAN (D Ala.), Hill (DAla.) -- 3/16/61 -- Agri- 
culture and Forestry. 


HOUSE 


HR 5513 -- Stimulate Nation’s economic growth through accelerated natural 
resource development, PERKINS (D Ky.) -- 3/13/61 -- Agriculture. 

HR 5514 -- Similar to HR 5201. ADDONIZIO (D N,J.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5541 -- Eliminate ‘‘wheat unfit for human consumption’’ for purposes of 
section 22 of Agricultural Adjustment act of 1933. NYGAARD (R N.D.) 
-- 3/13/61 -- Agriculture. 

HR 5542 -- Amend Federal Seed Act, as amended, re screenings of seed. 
NYGAARD (R N.D.) -- 3/13/61 -- Agriculture. 

HR 5546 -- Similar to HR 5542. SHORT (R N.D.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5547 --*Similar to HR 5541. SHORT (R N.D.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5567 -- Authorize Secretary of Agriculture to grant easements for road 
rights of-way over national forest and other lands under jurisdiction of 
the Department of Agriculture. BERRY (RS.D.)-- 3/14/61 -- Agricul- 
ture. 

HR 5578 -- Similar to HR 5567. GRANT (D Ala.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5583 -- Authorize Secretary of Agriculture to issue marketing orders re 
certain processed fruits. MILLER, CLEM (D Calif.) -- 3/14/61 -- 
Agriculture. 
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In the House identical bills are sponsored by several Members but each 
bill has only one sponsor and one number. In such cases only the first bill 
introduced -- that with the lowest bill number -- is described in full. Bills 
introduced subsequently during the period and identical in nature are 
usually cited back to the earliest bills. Private bills are not listed. 





Tally of Bills 


The number of measures -- Public bills listed this week: 
public and private -- introduced 
in the 87th Congress from Jan. 3, Bills 


1961, through March 17, 1961. oo as 


HR 5513 - 5684 


Senate House Resolutions 


Bills 1,310 5,696 S J Res 65 - 66 

Joint Resolutions 66 322 S Con Res 18 

Concurrent S Res 107 - 109 
Resolutions 18 198 H J Res 300 - 322 


H Con Res 195 - 198 


Simple Resolutions 109 227 
_ H Res 219 - 227 








6,443 








HR 5628 -- Study desirability of establishing and maintaining a National 
Tropical Botanic Garden, INOUYE (D Hawaii) -- 3/15/61 -- Agriculture. 

HR 5629 -- Establish federal agricultural services to Guam. INOUYE (D 
Hawaii) -- 3/15/61 -- Agriculture. 


2. Appropriations 


NO INTRODUCTIONS 


3. Education and Welfare 
EDUCATION 
SENATE 


S 1353 -- Authorize a 5-year program of grants and scholarships for colle- 
giate education in nursing. HUMPHREY (D Minn.) -- 3/15/61 -- Labor 
and Public Welfare. 


HOUSE 


HR 5536 -- Similar to HR 132. McDOWELL (D Del.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5550 -- Provide a program for guaranteeing loans to students in institu- 
tions of higher education. TAYLOR (D N.C.) -- 3/13/61 -- Education 
and Labor. 

HR 5551 -- Similar to HR 3677. UTT (R Calif.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5602 -- Similar to HR 132. MOSS (D Calif.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5672 -- Establish national merit scholarship program. KEARNS (R Pa.) 
-- 3/16/61 -- Education and Labor. 

HR 5679 -- Amend act to promote education of the blind, approved March 3, 
1879, as amended, to authorize wider distribution of books and other 
special instruction materials and increase appropriations. MURPHY 
(D Ill.) -- 3/16/61 -- Education and Labor, 

HR 5682 -- Authorize a 5-year program of grants and scholarships for col- 
legiate education in nursing. STAGGERS (D W.Va.)-- 3/16/61 -- Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 


HEALTH 


NO INTRODUCTIONS 
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WELFARE 
SENATE 


S 1311 -- Increase to $1,800 annual amount individuals are permitted to earn 
without suffering deductions from their social security benefits. BLAK- 
LEY (D Texas) -- 3/13/61 -- Finance. 

S 1336 -- Amend title II of Social Security Act to remove limitation upon 
amount of outside income an individual may earn while receiving bene- 
fits. JAVITS (R N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Finance. 

S 1338 -- Increase for children attending school, from 18 to 21 years the age 
which child’s insurance benefits may be received under title II of Social 
Security Act. JAVITS (R N.Y.), Keating (R N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Finance. 

S 1339 -- Amend title II of Social Security Act to permit certain children to 
receive benefits thereunder on basis of wages and self-employment 
income of an individual who has supported them. JAVITS (R N.Y.), 
Keating (R N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Finance. 

S 1359 -- Present declaration of objectives for senior Americans; establish 
U.S. Office of Aging within Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
headed by an Assistant Secretary for Aging; authorize federal grants to 
assist development and operation of studies and projects to help older 
persons. McNAMARA (D Mich.), Clark (D Pa.), Randolph (D W.Va.) -- 
3/15/61 -- Labor and Public Welfare. 

S 1366 -- Amend title II of Social Security Act to relax severity of provisions 
re deductions from benefits on account of earnings. KEATING (R N.Y.) 
-- 3/16/61 -- Finance. 


HOUSE 


HR 5515 -- Similar to HR 10. BEERMANN (R Neb.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5517 -- Similar to HR 2216, BETTS (R Ohio) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5524 -- Similar to HR 5445. COHELAN (D Calif.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5530 -- Similar to HR 5. GIAIMO (D Conn.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5539 -- Similar to HR 5. MONTOYA (D N.M.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5584 -- Similar to HR 5. MORRIS (D N.M.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5586 -- Establish Youth Conservation Agency. SLACK (D W.Va.) -- 
3/14/61 -- Education and Labor. 

HR 5588 -- Similar to HR 5. WHALLEY (R Pa.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5623 -- Similar to HR 4616. GARLAND (R Maine) -- 3/15/61. 

HR 5630 -- Similar to HR 10. INOUYE (D Hawaii) -- 3/15/61. 

HR 5671 -- Amend title II of Social Security Act to remove the limitation 
upon amount of outside income an individual may earn while receiving 
benefits thereunder; provide full benefits will be payable to men at age 
60 and women at age 55; provide an individual’s entitlement to child’s 
insurance benefits continue, after he attains age 18, for so long as he 
is regularly attending school. HOLTZMAN (D N.Y.) -- 3/16/61 -- 
Ways and Means. 

H Res 226 -- Express sense of House that Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare study and investigate Santa Cruz plan for rehabilitation of 
hospitalized mental patients. GUBSER (R Calif.) (by request) -- 3/15/61 
-- Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


HOUSING 
HOUSE 


HR 5527 -- Require multi-family housing in urban renewal area be maintained 
by owners or lessees in sound physical condition. FARBSTEIN (D N.Y.) 
-- 3/13/61 -- Banking and Currency. 

HR 5659 -- Similar to HR 4931. DENT (D Pa.) -- 3/16/61. 


VETERANS 
SENATE 


S 1310 -- Increase special pension payable to persons awarded the Medal 
of Honor. BLAKLEY (D Texas) -- 3/13/61 -- Finance. 


HOUSE 


HR 5531 -- Similar to HR 5498. HALPERN (R N.Y.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5534 -- Similar to HR 209. LANGEN (R Minn.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5543 -- Increase wartime compensation payable for disability statutory 
awards by amending section 314 (k) through (s)of title 38, USC. O’KON- 
SKI (R Wis.) -- 3/13/61 -- Veterans’ Affairs. 

HR 5544 -- Increase wartime disability compensation by amending section 
314 (a) through (j) of title 38, USC. O’KONSKI (R Wis.) -- 3/13/61 -- 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

HR 5587 -- Similar to HR 3030. SLACK (D W.Va.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5666 -- Amend section 501 of title 38, USC, to provide service on the 
Mexican border before World War | be included in determining whether 
a veteran meets service requirements applicable to pension. GIAIMO 
(D Conn.) -- 3/16/61 -- Veterans’ Affairs. 

HR 5668 -- Similar to HR 209. HALPERN (R N.Y.) -- 3/16/61. 

HR 5669 -- Increase rates of wartime compensation for disability statutory 
awards by amending section 314 (K) through (s) of title 38, USC. HAR- 
SHA (R Ohio) -- 3/16/61 -- Veterans’ Affairs. 


Bills -2 


HR 5670 -- Increase rates of wartime disability compensation by amending 
section 314 (a) through (j)oftitle 38, USC. HARSHA (R Ohio) -- 3/16/61 
-- Veterans’ Affairs. 


4. Foreign Policy 
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 
SENATE 


S 1334 -- Provide private aircraft may travel between the U.S. and Canada 
or Mexico without requiring the owners or operators thereof to reim- 
burse the United States for extra compensation paid customs officers 
and employees. McCARTHY (D Minn.), Metcalf (D Mont.) -- 3/14/61 -- 
Finance. 

S 1358 -- Repeal section 12 of act of June 26, 1884, prohibiting a charge or 
collection of fees by consular officers for official services to American 
vessels and seamen, repeal provision of actof June 4, 1920, authorizing 
free issuance of passports toseamen, FULBRIGHT (D Ark.) (by request) 
-- 3/15/61 -- Foreign Relations. 

S J Res 66 -- Amend joint resolution providing for membership and partici- 
pation by the United States in the Inter-American Children’s Institute. 
FULBRIGHT (D Ark.) (by request) -- 3/15/61 -- Foreign Relations. 

S Con Res 18 -- Exclude Cuban Government representatives from member- 
ship on the Inter-American Defense Board. BRIDGES (R N.H.) -- 
3/13/61 -- Foreign Relations. 


HOUSE 


HR 5545 -- Similar to HR 4411. PUCINSKI (D III.) -- 3/13/61. 
H Con Res 195 -- Urge certain actions in behalf of Lithuania, Estonia, and 
Latvia. CUNNINGHAM (R Neb.) -- 3/13/61 -- Foreign Affairs. 


IMMIGRATION 


NO INTRODUCTIONS 


5. General Government 
CONGRESS 


SENATE 


S 1333 -- Amend Hatch Act to permit all officers and employees of Govern- 
ment to exercise full responsibility of citizenship and take an active 
part in political life of the U.S. McCARTHY (D Minn.) -- 3/14/61 -- 
Rules and Administration. 


HOUSE 


HR 5614 -- Furnish Congressional Record to members of federal judiciary. 
CAREY (D N.Y.) -- 3/15/61 -- House Administration. 

H Res 219 -- Increase basic clerk hire allowance of each Member of the 
House. FRIEDEL (D Md.) -- 3/13/61 -- House Administration. 

H Res 220 -- Provide conference and staff rooms assigned to the minority 
members of Committee on Education and Labor since 1947, and occu- 
pied by both parties when in minority, continue to be assigned to minor- 
ity members of the Committee on Education and Labor. KEARNS (R 
Pa.) -- 3/13/61 -- House Administration. 

H Res 221 -- Create a select committee to study Rules ofthe House. YATES 
(D Ill.) -- 3/13/61 -- Rules. 

H Res 225 -- Authorize employment of one additional laborer , Office of Post- 
master of the House of Representatives. FRIEDEL (D Md.) -- 3/14/61 
-- House Administration. 


CONSTITUTION & CIVIL LIBERTIES 


HOUSE 
H J Res 301 -- Amend Constitution of the United States. FISHER (D Texas) 
-- 3/13/61 -- Judiciary. 
H J Res 302 -- Similar to H J Res 4. HANSEN (D Wash.) -- 3/13/61. 
H J Res 305 -- Similar to H J Res 4, WIDNALL (R N.J.) -- 3/13/61. 
H J Res 307 -- Amend Constitution of the United States to require every 


appropriation measure be accompanied either by a revenue-producing 
measure, or a certification that revenues will be produced to cover its 
cost. BERRY (R S.D.) -- 3/14/61 -- Judiciary. 


H J Res 308 -- Similar to H J Res 4. DAGUE (R Pa.) -- 3/14/61. 

H J Res 309 -- Similar to H J Res 4. MILLER (R N.Y.) -- 3/14/61. 

H J Res 311 -- Similar to H J Res 4. OSMERS (R N.J.) -- 3/14/61. 

H J Res 312 -- Similar to H J Res 4, PIRNIE (R N.Y.) -- 3/14/61. 

H J Res 313 -- Similar to H J Res 4. SCHWENGEL (R lowa) -- 3/14/61. 
H J Res 315 -- Similar to H J Res 4. SCHERER (R Ohio) -- 3/15/61. 

H J Res 318 -- Similar to H J Res 4. CURTIN (R Pa.) -- 3/16/61. 

H J Res 319 -- Similar to H J Res 4. DIGGS (D Mich.) -- 3/16/61. 
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Bills - 3 


H J Res 320 -- Similar to H J Res 4. STAGGERS (D W.Va.) -- 3/16/61. 
H J Res 321 -- Similar to H J Res 4. VAN PELT (R Wis.) -- 3/16/61. 
H J Res 322 -- Similar to H J Res 4. WEAVER (R Neb.) -- 3/16/61. 


GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
SENATE 


S 1322 -- Amend sections 9 and 40 of U.S. Employees’ Compensation Act, 
as amended. BURDICK (DN.D.) -- 3/14/61 -- Labor and Public Welfare. 

S 1346 -- Establish a federal policy concerning termination, limitation, or 
establishment of business-type operations of Government conducted in 
competition with private enterprise. BENNETT (R Utah) -- 3/14/61 -- 
Government Operations. 


HOUSE 


HR 5516 -- Similar to HR 417. BERRY (R S.D.) -- 3/13/61. 
HR 5522 -- Similar to HR 98. CHAMBERLAIN (R Mich.) -- 3/13/61. 


POST OFFICE & CIVIL SERVICE 
SENATE 


S 1320 -- Amend Civil Service Retirement Act to increase to 2% percent 
multiplication factor for determining annuities for certain federal em- 
ployees engaged in hazardous duties. CARLSON (R Kan.) -- 3/14/61 -- 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

S 1337 -- Amend Civil Service Retirement Act to increase, in case of children 
attending school, from 18 to 21, maximum age for receiving benefits. 
JAVITS (R N.Y.), Keating (R N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

S 1340 -- Amend Civil Service Retirement Act to enable Government to re- 
tain services of experienced employees who are eligible for retirement 
by encouraging their continued employment ona part-time basis. JAVITS 


(R N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Post Office and Civil Service. 
HOUSE 
HR 5528 -- Amend Civil Service Retirement Act as amended, to provide 


annuities for additional personnel engaged in hazardous occupations. 
FISHER (D Texas) -- 3/13/61 -- Post Office and Civil Service. 

HR 5540 -- Provide civilian officers and employees of the U.S, not be re- 
quired to occupy Government quarters unless head of the agency con- 
cerned makes certain determinations. MOSS (D Calif.) -- 3/13/61 -- 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

HR 5563 -- Establish a system for classification and compensation of pro- 
fessional engineering, physical science and related positions in the 
Federal Government, ANFUSO (D N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

HR 5577 -- Similar to HR 2424. GARMATZ (D Md.) -- 3/14/61. 

5600 -- Repeal provisions of section Sofactof July 28, 1916, re furnish- 

ing of information to the Postmaster General by Interstate Commerce 

Commission re revenue received by railroads from express companies 

for transportation of express matter. HARRIS (D Ark.) -- 3/14/61 -- 

Post Office and Civil Service. 

HR 5619 -- Amend Federal Employees Health Benefits Act of 1959, to elim- 
inate discrimination against married female employees. DULSKI (D 
N.Y.) -- 3/15/61 -- Post Office and Civil Service. 

HR 5620 -- Amend Federal Employees Group Life Insurance Act of 1954. 
DULSKI (D N.Y.) -- 3/15/61 -- Post Office and Civil Service. 

HR 5621 -- Amend Federal Employees Group Life Insurance Act of 1954. 
DULSKI (D N.Y.) -- 3/15/61 -- Post Office and Civil Service. 

HR 5665 -- Amend Classification Act of 1949 to place in grade 18 of general 
schedule positions of hearing examiners of Social Security Administra- 
tion in Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. FULTON (R Pa.) 

3/16/61 -- Post Office and Civil Service. 

HR 5674 -- Extend to employees subject to Classification Act of 1949 the 
benefits of salary increases in connection with protection of basis com- 
pensation rates from effects of downgrading actions; provide salary 
protection for postal field service employees in certaincases of reduc- 
tion in salary standing. LESINSKI (D Mich.) -- 3/16/61 -- Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

HR 5675 -- Similar to HR 119. McSWEEN (D La.) -- 3/16/61. 


ns 


INDIANS, D.C., TERRITORIES 
SENATE 


S 1316 -- Improve land tenure patterns of Fort Belknap Reservation. MET- 
CALF (D Mont.), Mansfield (D Mont.) -- 3/14/61 -- Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

S 1326 -- Increase authorization for funds for construction of hospital facil- 
ities in District of Columbia; extend time in which grants may be made; 
authorize grant for funds to George Washington University Hospital. 
BIBLE (D Nev.) -- 3/14/61 -- District of Columbia. 
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S 1327 -- Confer jurisdiction on municipal court for the District of Colum- 
bia over certain counterclaims and cross-claims in any action in which 
such court has initial jurisdiction. BIBLE (D Nev.) (by request) -- 
3/14/61 -- District of Columbia. 

S 1328 -- Establish junior college division within District of Columbia 
Teachers College. BIBLE (D Nev.) (by request) -- 3/14/61 -- District 
of Columbia. 

S 1367 -- Add certain public lands in California to Pala Indian Reservation, 
Pauma Indian Reservation and Cleveland National Forest. KUCHEL (R 
Calif.) -- 3/16/61 -- Interior and Insular Affairs. 

HOUSE 

HR 5572 -- Amend District of Columbia Motor Vehicle Parking Facility Act 
of 1942 to transfer to highway fund certain parking fees and other 
moneys. BROYHILL (R Va.) -- 3/14/61 -- District of Columbia. 

HR 5585 -- Govern harvesting of Indian timber. OLSEN (D Mont.) -- 3/14/61 
-- Interior and Insular Affairs. 

HR 5654 -- Amend District of Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1955, as 
amended. BROYHILL (R Va.) (by request) -- 3/14/61 -- District of 
Columbia. 

HR 5678 -- Amend District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Control Act to 
prohibit certain advertising re price. MULTER (D N.Y.) -- 3/16/61 -- 
District of Columbia. 

HR 5681 -- Amend District of Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act to 
make individuals ineligible for unemployment compensation if receiving 
retirement benefits from the United States or the District of Columbia. 
SMITH (D Va.) -- 3/16/61 -- District of Columbia. 


JUDICIARY 
SENATE 


S 1365 -- Incorporate Indoor Sports’ Club, Inc. 
3/16/61 -- Judiciary. 


HUMPHREY (D Minn.) -- 


HOUSE 


HR 5521 -- Settle claims resulting from fire on Dec. 19, 1960, aboard car- 
rier U.S.S. Constellation at Navy Yard, Brooklyn, N.Y. CELLER (D 
N.Y.) -- 3/13/61 -- Judiciary. 

5525 -- Create a new middle district for Florida and appoint two addi- 

tional district judges for southern district of Florida. CRAMER (R 

Fla.) -- 3/13/61 -- Judiciary. 

HR 5549 -- Create four judicial districts and four additional district judges 
for California. SISK (D Calif.) -- 3/13/61 -- Judiciary. 

HR 5592 -- Similar to HR 2252. GARMATZ (D Md.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5599 -- Amend section 114, title 18, USC for protection of members, 
officers, and employees of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
HARRIS (D Ark.) -- 3/14/61 -- Judiciary. 

HR 5615 -- Amend section 376 of title 28, USC. 
3/15/61 -- Judiciary. 

HR 5616 -- Amend section 1871 of title 28, USC, toincrease subsistence and 
limit mileage allowances of grand and petit jurors. CELLER (D N.Y.) 
-- 3/15/61 -- Judiciary. 

HR 5655 -- Amend Administrative Procedure Act re compensation of hear- 
ing examiners. CELLER (D N.Y.) -- 3/16/61 -- Judiciary. 

HR 5656 -- Provide for reasonable notice of applications to U.S. Courts of 
appeals for interlocutory relief against the orders of certain adminis- 
trative agencies. CELLER (D N.Y.) -- 3/16/61 -- Judiciary. 


H 


z» 


CELLER (D N.Y.) -- 


COMMEMORATIVE 
SENATE 
S J Res 65 -- Designate May 14-20, 1961, Police Week and May 15, 1961, as 


Peace Officers Memorial Day. BEALL (R Md.), Johnston (D S.C.) -- 
3/1/61 -- Judiciary. 


HOUSE 


HR 5576 -- Similar to HR 612. FULTON (R Pa.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5591 -- Issue special postage stamps in commemoration of flags of par- 
ticular significance in history ofthe U.S.A. DULSKI (D N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 
-- Post Office and Civil Service. 

HR 5618 -- Similar to HR 495. COHELAN (D Calif.) -- 3/15/61. 

H J Res 300 -- Designate May 14-20, 1961, as Police Week and May 15, 1961, 


as Peace Officers Memoril Day. CUNNINGHAM (R Neb.) -- 3/13/61 
-- Judiciary. 
i J Res 303 -- Similar to H J Res 300, MILLER,G.P. (D Calif.) -- 3/13/61. 


H J Res 304 -- Designate May 21-27, 1961, National Highway Week. SCHER- 
ER (R Ohio) -- 3/13/61 -- Judiciary. 

H J Res 310 -- Designate April each year as ‘‘National Welded Products 
Month,.’’ OSMERS (R N.,J.) -- 3/14/61 -- Judiciary. 

H J Res 314 -- Similar to H J Res 179. JOELSON (DN.J.) -- 3/15/61. 

H J Res 317 -- Similar to H J Res 300. BROYHILL (R Va.) -- 3/16/61. 

H Con Res 197 -- Similar to H Con Res 157. MORSE (R Mass.) -- 3/15/61. 

H Con Res 198 -- Designate May 21-27, 1961, as National Highway Week. 
FALLON (D Mad.) -- 3/16/61 -- Judiciary. 





lum - 
which 
ZR) << 


mbia 
strict 


ition, 
.L (R 


y Act 
other 
nbia. 
4/61 


5, as 
ict of 


ct to 
1 -- 


\ct to 


iving 
nbia, 


& aoe 


ear- 


ts of 
inis- 


par- 
4/61 


961, 
/61 


J 61. 
IER- 


ucts 


/61. 
eek. 





6. National Security 
ARMED SERVICES & DEFENSE 


SENATE 


S 1321 -- Amend Navy ration statute to serve oleomargarine or margarine. 
FULBRIGHT (D Ark.), Fong (R Hawaii), Holland (D Fla.), McClellan 
(D Ark.), Neuberger (D Ore.), Sparkman (D Ala.), Thurmond (D S.C.), 
Long (D La.) -- 3/14/61 -- Armed Services. 

S 1342 -- Provide participation by members of National Guard in reenact- 
ment of Battle of First Manassas be held and considered to be full-time 
training duty under section 503 of title 10, USC. BYRD (D Va.), Robert- 
son (D Va.) -- 3/14/61 -- Armed Services. 

S 1362 -- Designate Lincoln Air Force Base at Lincoln, Neb. George W. 
Norris Air Force Base. METCALF (D Mont.) -- 3/16/61 -- Armed 
Services. 


HOUSE 


HR 5532 -- Amend Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947, HEBERT (D 
La.) -- 3/13/61 -- Armed Services. 

HR 5538 -- Repeal section 4337 of title 10, USC. MOELLER (D Ohio) -- 
3/13/61 -- Armed Services. 


ATOMIC ENERGY & SPACE 


NO INTRODUCTIONS 


7. Public Works & Resources 


LANDS 
SENATE 

S 1324 -- Donate for historical site purposes certain tract of land acquired by 
Knoxville Housing Authority in an urban renewal project in Knoxville, 
Tenn., under title I of the Housing Act of 1949. KEFAUVER (D Tenn.), 
Gore (D Tenn.) -- 3/14/61 -- Banking and Currency. 

S 1349 -- Convey to former owners’ mineral interests in certain submar- 
ginal lands acquired by the U.S. in North Dakota, South Dakota, Colorado, 
and Montana. BURDICK (D N.D.) -- 3/15/61 -- Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 


HOUSE 


HR 5548 -- Authorize Secretary of Interior to acquire approximately 9 acres 
of land for Cumberland Gap Historical Park. SILER (R Ky.) -- 3/13/61 
-- Interior and Insular Affairs. 

HR 5571 -- Add certain lands to Effigy Mounds National Monument in Iowa. 
BROMWELL (R Iowa) -- 3/14/61 -- Interior and Insular Affairs. 

HR 5676 -- Authorize sale of inherited interests in trust and restricted 
allotted lands and restricted purchased allotted lands in Minnesota. 
MARSHALL (D Minn.) -- 3/16/61 -- Interior and Insular Affairs. 

HR 5680 -- Amend section 2 of Small Tract Actof June 1, 1938, as amended, 
by act of June 8, 1954 (68 Stat. 239; 43 U.S.C., sec 682b). PFOST (D 
Idaho) (by request) -- 3/16/61 -- Interior and Insular Affairs. 


RESOURCES & PUBLIC WORKS 
SENATE 


S 1315 -- Develop a plan for a system of highways known as Lewis and Clark 
National Tourway to extend from St. Louis, Mo., along route of Lewis 
and Clark Expedition, YOUNG (R N.D.), Burdick (D N.D.) -- 3/13/61 -- 
Public Works. 

S 1317 -- Change designation of portion of Hawaii National Park on Island 
of Hawaii, in Hawaii, to Hawaii Volcanoes National Park. FONG (R 


Hawaii), Long (D Hawaii) -- 3/14/61 -- Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S 1318 -- Establish Fort Scott National Historic Site, in Kansas. CARLSON 
(R Kan.) -- 3/14/61 -- Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S 1319 -- Establish Huron Cemetery, Kansas City, Kan., as a national 
monument. CARLSON (R Kan.) -- 3/14/61 -- Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

S 1325 -- Transfer administrative control and jurisdiction over National Zoo- 


logical Park to Department of Interior. CASE (R S.D.) -- 3/14/61 -- 
Public Works. 

S 1351 -- Amend section 103(d) of title 23, USC to authorize construction of 
an additional 1,000 miles of interstate highways in economically de- 
pressed states. RANDOLPH (D W.Va.), Byrd (D W.Va.) -- 3/15/61 -- 
Public Works. 

S 1364 -- Establish cooperative outdoor recreation research centers. MET- 
CALF (D Mont.) -- 3/16/61 -- Labor and Public Welfare. 


HOUSE 


HR 5518 -- Revise boundaries of Fort Raleigh National Historic Site in North 
Carolina. BONNER (D N.C.) -- 3/13/61 -- Interior and Insular Affairs. 


Bills -4 


HR 5519 -- Construct new federal post office building in Bossier City, La. 
BROOKS (D La.) -- 3/13/61 -- Public Works. 

HR 5520 -- Construct new federal post office building n Shreveport, La. 
BROOKS (D La.) -- 3/13/61 -- Public Works. 

HR 5565 -- Amend Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired Lands (61 Stat. 913) 
re leasing of mineral deposits in which the U.S, owns interest. ASPI- 
NALL (D Colo.) (by request) -- 3/14/61 -- Interior and Insular Affairs. 

HR 5566 -- Provide relocation of Fort Peck-Great Falls transmission line 
near Glasgow, Mont. BATTIN (R Mont.) -- 3/14/61 -- Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

HR 5580 -- Authorize additional connecting links of highway mileage, 
bridges, necessary interchanges, tunnels, overpasses and underpasses 
to assure adequate and smooth linkage between highways in Interstate 
Highway System and existing primary highways. HECHLER (D W.Va.) 
-- 3/14/61 -- Public Works. 

HR 5582 -- Provide preliminary examination and survey of St. John River 
at Fort Kent, Maine for flood control. McINTIRE (R Maine) -- 3/14/61 
-- Public Works. 

HR 5604 -- Amend acts re construction of certain bridges across Delaware 
River, authorize use of certain funds acquired by owners of such bridges 
for purposes not directly related to maintenance and operation. THOMP- 
SON (D N.J.) -- 3/14/61 -- Public Works. 

HR 5605 -- Authorize appropriations for federal-aid primary system of 
highways for equitably reimbursing states for free and toll roads on 
National System of Interstate and Defense Highways. WHARTON (R 
N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Public Works. 

HR 5617 -- Amend National Cultural Center Act to make it permanent and 
provide a living memorial to past Presidents of the United States includ- 
ing Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, and Theodore Roose- 
velt. CHELF (D Ky.) -- 3/15/61 -- Public Works. 

HR 5683 -- Provide program of civil works in economically distressed 
areas. STAGGERS (D W.Va.) -- 3/16/61 -- Public Works. 

HR 5684 -- Amend section 103(d) of title 23, USC, to authorize additional 
1,000 miles of interstate highways in economically depressed areas. 
STAGGERS (D W.Va.) -- 3/16/61 -- Public Works. 


. 7 
8. Taxes and Economic Policy 
ECONOMIC POLICY & REGULATIONS 
SENATE 

S 1371 -- Amend subsection (e) of section 307 of Communications Act of 
1934, as amended, to permit commission to renew a station license in 
safety and special radio services more than 30 days prior to expiration 
of original license. MAGNUSON (D Wash.) (by request) -- 3/16/61 -- 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S 1363 -- Amend Small Business Act to provide program under which Gov- 
ernment contracts are set aside for small business concerns not apply 
to contracts for maintenance, repair, or construction, METCALF (D 
Mont.) -- 3/16/61 -- Banking and Currency. 


HOUSE 

HR 5570 -- Amend section 316 of Communications Act of 1934, for limiting 
authority for Federal Communications Commission to shift television 
stations from frequencies in VHF band to frequencies in UHF band. 
BRAY (R Ind.) -- 3/14/61 -- Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

HR 5574 -- Establish commission to conduct a national referendum on fed- 
eral lotteries. FINO (R N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5593 -- Amend section 212(a) of Interstate Commerce Act, as amended. 
HARRIS (D Ark.) -- 3/14/61 -- Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

HR 5594 -- Amend section 222(b) of Interstate Commerce Act re service of 
process in enforcement proceedings. HARRIS (D Ark.) -- 3/14/61 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

HR 5597 -- Amend paragraph (10) of section 5 of Interstate Commerce Act 
to change the basis for determining whether a proposed unification or 
acquisition of control comes within exemption provided for by suct 
paragraph. HARRIS (D Ark.)-- 3/14/61 -- Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

HR 5624 -- Similar to HR 145. GRAY (D Ill.) -- 3/15/61. 

HR 5625 -- Similar to HR 127. GRAY (D IIL.) -- 3/15/61. 

HR 5626 -- Similar to HR 2745. GRAY (D Ill.) -- 3/15/61. 

HR 5633 -- Amend section 9 of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, sec- 
tion 18(d) of Federal Deposit Insurance Act, andsection 5155 of Revised 
Statutes, as amended. PELLY (R Wash.) -- 3/15/61 -- Banking and 
Currency. 

HR 5635 -- Similar to HR 5171. THOMSON (R Wis.) -- 3/15/61. 

HR 5657 -- Amend Budget and Accounting Act, 1921, to retire public debt 
by setting aside first 3 percent of budget receipts for each fiscal year 
for sole purpose of retirement of obligations counted as part of the 
public debt. CHAMBERLAIN (R Mich.) -- 3/16/61 -- Government 
Operations. 


COMMERCE 


NO INTRODUCTIONS 
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Bills . 5 
LABOR 
SENATE 


S 1360 -- Amend Davis-Bacon Act, as amended; Federal Airport Act, as 
amended; National Housing Act, as amended. HUMPHREY (D Minn.), 
Kuchel (R Calif.) -- 3/15/61 -- Labor and Public Welfare. 


HOUSE 


HR 5526 -- Similar to HR 4116. DENT (D Pa.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5537 -- Amend Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, to increase minimum 
wage to $1.15 an hour. MARTIN (R Neb.) -- 3/13/61 -- Education and 
Labor. 

HR 5560 -- Similar to HR 5158. AYRES (R Ohio) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5561 -- Similar to HR 5158. KITCHIN (D N.C.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5575 -- Amend section 13(c) of Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 re 
exemption of agricultural employees from child labor provisions. 
FULTON (R Pa.) -- 3/14/61 -- Education and Labor. 

HR 5622 -- Amend Davis-Bacon Act, as amended; Federal Airport Act, as 
amended; National Housing Act, as amended. FOGARTY (D R.1.) -- 
3/15/61 -- Education and Labor. 

HR 5662 -- Amend National Labor Relations Act to permit supervisors be 
considered as employees. DULSKI (D N.Y.) -- 3/16/61 -- Education 
and Labor. 

HR 5664 -- Authorize retraining of persons displaced from jobs by automa- 
tion or other technological development, foreign competition, relocation 
of industry, shifts in market demands, or other change in structure of 
economy. FULTON (R Pa.) -- 3/16/61 -- Education and Labor. 


TRANSPORTATION 
SENATE 


S 1368 -- Amend Shipping Act, 1916, to provide for licensing independent 
ocean freight forwarders. YARBOROUGH (D Texas) -- 3/16/61 -- 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


HOUSE 


HR 5562 -- Amend Shipping Act, 1916, to provide for licensing independent 
ocean freight forwarders. ANFUSO (D N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

HR 5581 -- Similar to HR 5562. KLUCZYNSKI (D Ill.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5590 -- Similar to HR 5562. BOYKIN (D Ala.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5595 -- Repeal section 303(b) of Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, 
re water-carrier bulk commodity exemption. HARRIS (D Ark.) -- 
3/14/61 -- Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

HR 5596 -- Amend sections 204a and 406a of the Interstate Commerce Act 
to provide civil liability for violations by common carriers by motor 
vehicle and freight forwarders. HARRIS (D Ark.) -- 3/14/61 -- Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

HR 5598 -- Amend section 204(a) (3) of Interstate Commerce Act re motor 

carrier safety regulations applicable to private carriers of property. 

HARRIS (D Ark.) -- 3/14/61 -- Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

5637 -- Authorize Department of Defense to extend protection to the 

public by indemnifying transportation companies against public liability 

arising from risks in transportation or nuclear or other unusually 
hazardous products and materials, limit liability of transportation com- 
panies so indemnified. VAN ZANDT (R Pa.) -- 3/15/61 -- Armed 

Services. 

HR 5663 -- Simil 


H 


~ 


*r to HR 682, FASCELL (D Fla.) -- 3/16/61. 


TAXES 
SENATE 

S 1330 -- Repeal tax on transpotation of persons. McCARTHY (D Minn.) 
-- 3/14/61 -- Finance. 

S 1331 -- Amend section 4456 of Internal Revenue Code of 1954 re method of 
paying tax on playing cards. McCARTHY (D Minn.) -- 3/14/6i -- Fi- 
nance. 

S 1344 -- Provide an increase in amount for which a credit may be allowed 
against federal estate tax for estate taxes paid to states. MUSKIE (D 
Maine) -- 3/14/61 -- Finance. 

S 1357 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to authorize amortization 
over a 5-year period of facilities constructed or acquired by farmers 
for feeding beef cattle. YOUNG (R N.D.) -- 3/15/61 -- Finance. 
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S 1361 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to impose import taxes on 
lead and zinc. KERR (D Okla.) -- 3/15/61 -- Finance. 

S 1370 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended. HARTKE (D 
Ind.) -- 3/16/61 -- Finance. 


HOUSE 


HR 5523 -- Provide a tax incentive for employment of physically handicapped 
workers. CHAMBERLAIN (R Mich.) -- 3/13/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5529 -- Provide for scheduled personal and corporate income tax reduc- 
tions. FISHER (D Texas) -- 3/13/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5533 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 re application, payment 
and refund of tax on highway motor vehicles. KING (D Calif.) -- 3/13/61 
-- Ways and Means. 

HR 5535 -- Allow a deduction from gross income for expenses of study and 
travel incurred by a teacher while on a sabbatical leave. LIPSCOMB 
(R Calif.) -- 3/13/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5552 -- Similar to HR 3549. WHALLEY (R Pa.) -- 3/13/61. 

HR 5564 -- Allow a taxpayer a deduction from gross income for tuition and 
certain other educational expenses paid by him for his education or the 
education of any other individual at a college or university. ASHBROOK 
(R Ohio) -- 3/14/61 -- Ways and Meas. 

HR 5568 -- Amend, clarify, and make certain applicability of section 4233 of 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, re exemptions from tax imposed under 
section 4231. BOGGS (D La.) -- 3/14/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5573 -- Similar to HR 45. BYRNES (R Wis.) -- 3/14/61. 

HR 5579 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide deduction for 
depreciation be based on replacement cost of property depreciated; 
provide issuance of schedules of useful lives of depreciable property on 
which depreciation rate is based. HARVEY (R Mich.) -- 3/14/61 -- 
Ways and Means. 

HR 5589 -- Provide a credit against individual income tax for tuition expenses 
paid for education. BARRY (R N.Y.) -- 3/14/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5601 -- Provide for income tax purposes new property may be depre- 
ciated over a 5-year period. LANE (D Mass.) -- 3/14/61 -- Ways and 
Means. 

HR 5603 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction for 
depreciation at an accelerated rate in industrial or commercial plants 
and facilities. OSMERS (R N.J.) -- 3/14/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5627 -- Similar to HR 346. GRAY (D IIL.) -- 3/15/61. 

HR 5631 -- Similar to HR 3515. MATHIAS (R Md.) -- 3/15/61. 

HR 5632 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide charitable con- 
tributions to certain historical societies and agencies by individuals be 
deductible for income tax purposes under the more liberal 30-percent 
limitation of adjusted gross income. OLSEN (D Mont.) -- 3/15/61 -- 
Ways and Means. 

HR 5634 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to remove all limitations 
upon amount of deduction allowed a taxpayer for medical, dental, and 
related expenses. RYAN (D N.Y.) -- 3/15/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5636 -- Amend provisions of Internal Revenue Code of 1954, and of 
title 28, USC, re taxation. UTT (R Calif.) -- 3/15/61 -- Ways and 
Means. 

HR 5638 -- Re manufacturers excise tax on electric light bulbs in sets or 
strings. DEROUNIAN (R N.Y.) -- 3/15/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5658 -- Similar to HR 79. CHAMBERLAIN (R Mich.) -- 3/16/61. 

HR 5660 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide certain tuition 
payments be treated as charitable contributions. DEROUNIAN (R N.Y.) 
-- 3/16/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5661 -- Similar to HR 86. DEROUNIAN (R N.Y.) -- 3/16/61. 

HR 5667 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a deduction 
from gross income for contributions and gifts to civic organizations. 
HALPERN (R N.Y.) -- 3/16/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5673 -- Provide increased incentives for private giving through the 
allowance of a tax credit for charitable contributions to educational in- 
stitutions, and allow a deduction for tuition andother expenses incurred 
by taxpayer or his spouse or dependent at an institution of higher educa- 
tion, KEARNS (R Pa.) -- 3/16/61 -- Ways and Means. 

HR 5677 -- Amend Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to permit amortization 
over a 60-month period of certain civil defense facilities. MINSHALIL 
(R Ohio) -- 3/16/61 -- Ways and Means. 


TARIFFS 

HOUSE 
HR 5569 -- Amend Tariff Act of 1930 to provide free importation of wire 
used in automatic baling machines for baling hay and other farm prod- 


ucts. BOGGS (D La.) -- 3/14/61 -- Ways and Means. 
H Con Res 196 -- Similar to H Con Res 4. HEMPHILL (D S.C.) -- 3/15/61. 
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CQ Senate Votes 18 through 19. 


Senate Clears Feed Grains Conference Report, 58-31 


Approves Grant Program for Educational Television 


18. S 205. Authorize a five-year program of federal grants to 


the states for the construction or improvement of educational 
television facilities, with each state limited to $1 million 


in grants. 


Passed 67-13 (D 48-7; R 19-6), March 21, 1961. 


The President did not take a position on the bill. (See story 


p. 482) 


HR 4510. The Administration's emergency feed grains pro- 
gram for 1961, providing for a rise inprice supports for feed 
grains, payments in cash and kind for farmers who agreed to 
reduce acreage of corn and grain sorghums by 20-40 percent, 
and loss of eligibility for price supports on feed grains by 
farmers who did not participate in the acreage-reduction 


plan. 
(D 47-9; R 


Adoption of the conference report. 
11-22), March 22, 1961. 


supporting the President's position. (See story p. 479) 


Agreed to 58-31 
A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote 




























































































TOTAL DEMOCRATIC REPUBLICAN 

Vote No 18 19 Vote No. 18 19 Vote No. 18 | 19 

Yeo 67 58 Yee 48 47 Yee 19 | ie 

Noy 13 | 31 Nay 7 9 Ney 6 | 22 

v Pe sa For (yea). 
a or. 
18 19 18 19 18 19 Y announced For, CQ Poll For 
nN seme on (nay). 
ALABAMA INDIANA NEBRASKA . oe 
ve . oti y's Curtis Ys ? Absent Senta Pain, "Present" Did 
Sparkman . © Capebart YN Hruska , not announce or answer Poll, 
ALASKA IOWA NEVADA 
Bartlett yy 7 Hickenlooper Y N Bible Y Y 18 19 
aan . © Miller Y N Cannon Y Y 
KANSAS NEW H 

Hayden YY ¥ Carlson , ae — ? N SOUTH CAROLINA Y Y 
Goldwater X N Schoeppel ¥ ¥ Cotton Y N Johnston N N 
ARKANSAS KENTUCKY NEW JERSEY Thurmond 

Fulbright y Y Cooper Y Y Williams Y N Seow BARSTA ? 
McClellan N Y Morton J ¥ Case Y N Case Y 
CALIFORNIA LOUISIANA NEW MEXICO font , 
Engle Y Y Ellender Y Y Anderson vu «(| ‘eens Yt 
Kuchel Y N on * ¥ Chavez . £ Gore y J 
COLORADO MAIN NEW YORK Kefouver 

Carroll ..¥ Muskie a Javits Y N TEXAS t 
Allott ? N Smith Y N Keating Y N Blakley + . 
CONNECTICUT MARYLAND NORTH CAROLINA Yarborough 

Dodd t+ X Beall Y N Ervin . v UTAN ¥Y ¥ 
Bush N N Butler N N Jordan ¥ 3 Moss N N 
DELAWARE MASSACHUSETTS NORTH DAKOTA Sonnets 

Boggs Y N Smith Y Y Burdick fb. gl VERMONT — 
Williams NN Saltonstall NN Young Y Y fies 2? 
FLORIDA MICHIGAN OHIO Prouty 

Holland NN Hort Y Y aah “oY VIRGINIA oa 
Smathers oe McNamara e = Young Syed N X 
GEORGIA MINNESOTA OKLAHOMA Rebertean 

Russell N Y Humphrey ie Kerr N Y WASHINGTON Y Y 
Talmadge aoa McCarthy Tre Monroney he socheon Y Y 
HAWAII MISSISSIPPI OREGON at an 

Long y ¥ Eastland 7Vv Morse ¥ ¥ WEST VIRGINIA Y N 
Fon Y N Stennis . Neuber vw Byrd t Y 
IDA MISSOURI PENNSYLVANIA cartel 

Church v..¥ Long Y ¥ Clark ¥-F WEsCONESN Y Y 
Dworsbak v:-¥ Symington Y. 7 Scott YN Prommire Y Y 
ILLINOIS MONTANA RHODE ISLAND Wiley 

Douglas .:-% Mansfield a < astore Y N a Y N 
Dirksen N N Metcalf Tv ¥ Pell Y N McGee Y Y 

















Democrats in this type; 
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CQ House Votes 9 through 13. 


(Corresponding to Congressional Record Roll-Call Vote Nos. 17, 19, 20, 22, 23.) 


House Adopts Feed Grains, Unemployment Pay Bills, 


Approves Sugar Act Extension, New Military Construction 



















































































9. HR 4510. The Administration’s emergency feed grains pro- normal benefits during the recession. Adoption of the con- 
gram for 1961. Adoption of the conference report. Agreed to ference report. Agreed to 363-31 (D 234-4; R 129-27), 
231-185 (D 214-36; R 17-149), March 21, 1961. A “‘yea”’ was a March 22, 1961. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote supporting the Presi- 
vote supporting the President’s position. (See story p. 479) dent’s position. (This corrects vote shown in story, p. 483) 

10. HR 5463. Extend the Sugar Act of 1948 through Dec. 31, 12. HR 5000. Military construction authorization bill for fiscal 
1962 and authorize the President to deny the Dominican 1962. Yates (D Ill.) amendment to strike an authorization 
Republic any quota ‘‘bonus’’ resulting from a cutback in the of $3,812,000 for an Army Quartermaster research project 
Cuban allotment. Passed under suspension of the rules (two- in Natick, Mass., and substitute a section authorizing $10,000 
thirds majority required) 284-129 (D 204-45; R 80-84), for a study of the feasibility of keeping the project in Chicago. 
March 21, 1961 (276 ‘‘yeas’’ were necessary for passage). A Agreed to 267-145 (D 187-58; R 80-87), March 23, 1961. The 
“‘yea’’ was a vote supporting the President’s position. (See President did not take a position on the amendment. (See 
story p. 480) story p. 484) 

11. HR 4806, Temporary Extended Unemployment Compensation 13. HR 5000, Authorize appropriations of $804,573,000 in fiscal 
Act of 1961, authorizing federal advances to permit the states 1962 for military construction. Passage of the bill. Passed 
to extend unemployment insurance payments for upto 13 weeks 412-0 (D 249-0; R 163-0), March 23,1961. The President did 
beyond the regular payment period for workers who exhausted not take a position on the bill. 

q TOTAL DEMOCRATIC REPUBLICAN 

| vereno. | 9 | 10 | nm | 12 | 33 VoreNo. | 9 | 10 | | 12 | 13 VoteNo. | 9 | 10/ | 12, 13 

| __Yee 23) 284 363’ | 267 | 412 Yeo 214 | 204 | 234 | 187 | 249 Yeo 17 8 | 129 | & | 163 
Ney | 185 | 129 | 31 | 145 | 0 Ney % | 45] 4] 58] O Noy 149 | 84] 27| 7 | O 

9 10 11:12 «13 9 10 11 12 13 9 10 11 12 13 

- KEY - 

ALABAMA 19 Holifield YY ? Y Y| HAWAII 
3 Andrews YY Y N Y| 17 King Y Y Y ? Y| AL Inouye Yyyygy ee 
1 Boykin Y ¥ 2? N Y| 26Roosevelt Y Y Y Y Y| IDAHO on 
7 Elliott YY Y Y Y| 16 Bell NY Y N Y| 2Harding YT? oT 2 An ap sac 
2 Grant Y ¥ Y Y Y| 2IHiestand NY NN Y| 1 Pfost Y?yYyYy — 
9 Huddleston Y Y Y N Y | 18 Hosmer NY Y N Y| ILLINOIS annnnee t, CQ Poll Against 
8 Jones Y ¥ Y Y Y| 26Lipscom’ NY Y N Y| 25 Gray vee se * dames Meaaeiens “ene ee 
5 Rains Y J Y Y Y| 15 McDonough X ? 2? ? ?| 21 Mack NYYYY fh os ony glia 
4 Roberts Y Y Y Y Y| 25 Rousselot N Y NN Y| 24 Price YYYYY ee 
6 Selden Y Y¥ Y Y Y| 20 Smith N Y X Y Y| 23 Shipley y vee g 
ALASKA COLORADO 16 Anderson NNY Y Y 
AL Rivers T 0 4 4 Aspinall YY ¥ VV eee i. ak ak eS 
ARIZONA 1 Rogers Y Y Y Y Y | 19 Chiperfield NNYY Y 9 10 12 13 
2 Vacancy 3 Chenoweth NY Y Y Y| 20 Findley NNNY Y 
1 Rhodes 2 i ee ae 2 Dominick NY NWN Y 14 Hoffman NNN Y Yj] IOWA 
ARKANSAS CONNECTICUT 15 Mason NNN Y Y 6 Coad Y ¥:-E Ft 
5 Alford nn YY 1 Daddario Y Y Y N Y| 18 Michel NN Y Y Y|_ 5 Smith ¥ ne Se 
1 Gathings + 7 ¥ 3 Giaimo Y Y Y N Y| 22 Springer Y Y Y Y YY]. 2 Bromwell NNNY Y 
4 Harris Y NY Y Y| Al Kowalski Y Y Y Y Y| Chicago Cook County 3 Gross Yaa ey 
2 Mills TT: Vo" F FZ 5 Monagan ¥ ¥° Ur? 4 awson YT VT VV YT 8 Hoeven TT e-¥ PIs 
6 Vacancy 2 Seely-Brown N N Y N Y 12 Finnegan ¥ ieee 7 Jensen . oo. 
3 Trimble YY Y Y Y| 4 Sibal NY Y N Y| SKluczynski y y y vy Y| 4 Kyl YNNY Y 
CALIFORNIA DELAWARE 7 Libonati Y NY Y Y| _1 Schwengel ar ev ¥ 
7 Cohelan Y ¥ 2? N Y¥| AL McDowell Y yY Y Y Y| 3 Murphy Y Y Y Y Y| KANSAS 
14 Hagen Y Y¥ Y Y Y| FLORIDA 6 O'Brien Y Y Y Y Y| 5 Breeding YNY ? ? 
2 Johnson YT eVexree F 2 Bennett mee we Y¥ 2 O'Hara YYyYyyyY 1 Avery TuaT “2 T 
11 McFall Y vr? ¥ 4 Fascell Y y Y Y Y| 1 Pucinski Y YY Y YI. 6Dole YNNY Y 
1 Miller C.W. YNYYY Haley NN Y Y Y¥|. 8Rostenkowski y y y y y| 2 Ellsworth YNYYY 
8 Miller G.P. Y Y¥Y 2? Y Y]| 5 Herlong Ny YY Y¥| 2 Yates Y YY Y Y| 3 McVey NNNY Y 
3 Moss Y VY 8 Matthews Y y Y Y Y| 2/3 Church N Y Y Y Y|. 4 Shriver ee oe ee 
29 Saund ¥Y¥ vr yy ¥ 6 Rogers Ny Y Y Y| 10 Collier NN Y Y Y| KENTUCKY 
5 Shelley Yyyy sy 3 Sikes YYYNY 4 Derwinski NNY YY 3 Burke YY ¥ eh ae 
27 Sheppard Tv VY ¥ : Cramer NYYNY INDIANA 4 Chelf Tv egy 
12 Sisk Y Y Y Y Y| GEORGIA 3 Brademas Y Y Y Y¥ Y|. 2 Natcher YYYNY 
6 Baldwin he ee mS 8 Blitch YNYNY 8 Denton yYyyyy 7 Perkins TY Ya 
10 Gubser NYYNY 5DevisJ.C. y NY NY 1 Madden y Sipe Fs 5 Spence ¥ Y v-e-¥ 
4 Mailliard NYYNY 7Dovis JW. yy Y NY 4 Adair NNYY Y 1 Stubblefield = Vo eee Fe 
13 Teague NYYNY 4 Flynt YNYNY 7 Bray NNYNY 6 Watts YT ve? 
28 Utt NYNY Y 3 Forrester Y NY Y Y| /1 Bruce NNNY Y 8 Siler NY VN Y 
30 Wilson x7 0 Y¥ 1 Hagan YNY? Y 5 Vacancy LOUISIANA 
9 Younger NYYNY 9 Landrum ¥ 9 ey 2 Halleck NYyY?Y Y 2 Boggs Y¥ ¥ Vou" 
Los Angeles Co. 2 Pilcher Y y Y Y Y| 10 Harvey Ny Y? ? 4 Brooks NY YNY 
22 Corman Y ¥ Y Y Y |. 10 Stephens YNYNY 6 Roudebush NNY YY 1 Hebert 7 ¥ Vay 
23 Doyle YY tw 8.9 6 Vinson a ae 9 Wilson NNYNY 8 McSween Ta - uae 
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CQ House Votes 9 through 13. 


(Corresponding to Congressional Record Roll-Call Vote Nos. 17, 19, 20, 22, 


23.) 

















9 10 11 12 13 9 10 11:12 13 9 10 1 12 «13 9 10 1 12 13 
6 Morrison Y Y Y Y Y| NEBRASKA 5 Scott YY &Y 6 McMillan -_. - ee i 
5 Passman te co oe ae 3 Beermann oe 12 Taylor ¥ vet Py 2 Riley 7+ Pewee 
7 Thompson ‘2 = me 2 Cunningham 7+ T=. 11 Whitener YYyY?Y¥ 1 Rivers 7, VTP 
3 Willis YY Y Y Y| 4 Martin N Y N Y Y| 10 Jonas N Y ? N Y| SOUTH DAKOTA 
MAINE 1 Weaver Y Y Y Y Y| NORTH DAKOTA 2 Berry TY 1." vv 
1 Garland N y Y N Y| NEVADA AL. Nygaard NNN Y Y 1 Reifel way ¥ 
3 McIntire Ny Y N Y| Al Baring Y N Y Y Y| AL Sbort N NN Y Y| TENNESSEE 
2 Tupper xX 2? 2? N Y | NEW HAMPSHIRE OHIO 6 Bass YY ie: ET 
MARYLAND 2 Bass NN YN Y 9 Ashley . TS 29 9 Davis oo. a ee 
2 Brewster > ae fa oe 1 Merrow N y Y N Y]_ 11 Cook Se aw 8 Everett . aS. TY 
4 Fallon Y Y Y Y Y| NEW JERSEY 20 Feighan NY ?NY 4 Evins he ie i ae; 
7 Friedel Y Y Y Y Y | 11 Addonizio Y Y¥ Y Y Y]| 18Hays ee Tr ey 3 Frazier Y v9 F-9 
3 Garmatz Y Y Y Y Y | 14 Daniels ye ee 19 Kirwan YYYNY 5 Loser tt ee me me 
1 Johnson Y Y Y N Y | 13 Gallagher J 2? ¥ Y Y1| 10 Moeller rey ¥¥ 7 Murray > ae So, ae aS 
5 Lankford Y Y ? N Y| 8 Joelson Ny Y Y Yj] 21 Vanik M¥YY¥VvV¥ 2 Baker oe. FF Fit 
6 Mathias wae & eR FT 10 Rodino Tw? ¥ F¥ 17 Ashbrook NNYY Y I Vacancy 
MASSACHUSETTS 4 Thompson Y yy Y Y Y|{ 14 Ayres Ny Y NY TEXAS 
2 Boland : oe ae 3 Auchincloss N Y Y N Y 8 Betts Ny YyY Y 3 Beckworth NNY Y Y¥ 
13 Burke Y eF OY 1 Cabill N y ? X ?1] 22 Bolton NNY Y Y 2 Brooks 7 Sh ak a 
4 Donohue , oe a 6 Dwyer nw YY YF 16 Bow NNYNY 17 Burleson NNN Y Y 
7 Lane Yr @ TY 5 Frelinghuysen N Y Y N Y 7 Brown NNY Y Y 22 Casey NNY Y Y 
8 Macdonald JY ? N Y| 2Glenn Ny Y Y Y|. 2 Clancy NYYNY 7 Dowdy NNY Y Y 
12 McCormack | on a oe 9 Osmers nS FF aT 12 Devine 3. 2 me me 21 Fisher wey YY OF 
11 O'Neill Y y Y N Y| /2Wallbauser NY Y Y Y|_ 6 Harsha N y Y Y Y|_ 13 tkard : ak, a Ss SO 
3 Philbin ¥YyrRFAY 7 Widnall i a ae, ee 5 Latta “Nwvryv¥y¥ 20 Kilday oe: te, Bs 
6 Bates —MvyY¥YnryYT NEW MEXICO 4 McCulloch NNY Y Y 15 Kilgore NN YJ ? 
1 Conte Nv ¥ BY AL Montoya NN Y Y Y |. 23 Minsball i. oe ae 19 Mahon Y m+ ow 
10 Curtis Ny Y N Y] AL Morris N N Y Y Y]|_ 15 Moorebead NNY Y ? 1 Patman =. os S 
9 Keith S+rywsy NEW YORK 13 Mosher xXx 2? Y WN ? 11 Poage YT wwe Y 
14 Martin Ny J NY] 41 Dulski NNY YY 3 Schenck NM¥¥ we 4 Rayburn 
5 Morse N Y Y N Y | 300'Brien very wy 1 Scherer NyYy?Y Y 18 Rogers YT 0.N. ¥.¥ 
MICHIGAN 1 Pike Ny Y NY OKLAHOMA 16 Rutherford 7s. ee 
7 O'Hara T Se = 32 Stratton NY YNY 3 Albert YNYY Y 6 Teague NNN Y Y 
12 Bennett NNYNY 27 Barry NNYNY 2 Edmondson YNYY Y 8 Thomas Ta 
18 Broomfield NNY NY 3 Becker NM¥yrYvYyYyY 5 Jarman £24 9 9 Thompson , -— + .e 
10 Cederberg _ Sa ae 2 Derounian NN Y N Y 4 Steed , -— : =. 2 10 Thornberry ee ee 
6 Chamberlain N Y Y N Y | 26 Dooley NN YN Y 6 Wickersham YNYY Y 12 Wright > fa 3 @ 
5 Ford N ¥ Y Y Y| 43 Goodell NN Y Y Y| 1 Belcher NN Y Y Y|_ 14 Young Yes FY 
9 Griffin NN Y Y Y | 33 Kilburn N yy NWN Y OREGON 5 Alger NN NWN Y 
8 Harvey N y Y N Y| 31 King NN Y N Y]| 3 Green Y y Y Y Y| UTAH 
4 Hoffman N NNN Y| 40 Miller NN Y Y Y] 2UIIman YY Y Y Y| 2King Y Vee ry 
3 Jobansen N NN Y Y | 39 Ostertag NN Y NY]. 4 Durno NY YY Y 1 Peterson ¥ .¥ 
11 Knox Ny Y Y Y| 42 Pillion NNYNY 1 Norblad N Y Y N Y| VERMONT 
2 Meader NvyvvyYwny 34 Pirnie N y Y N Y| PENNSYLVANIA AL Stafford my Fay 
Detroit - Wayne County 35 Rieblman NN Y N YY! 25 Clark 2. ee VIRGINIA 
13 Diggs Y y ? Y Y | 37 Robison N¥rTYT wT 21 Dent i ae oe oe 4 Abbitt > ¥ eva es 
15 Dingell Y y Y ? Y| 28 St. George N N Y N Y|_ 11 Flood a oe es 1 Downing . > eo oe 
17 Griffiths Y y Y Y Y| 36 Taber N NN N ?| 30 Holland ey = ey 3 Gary SY S¥.7 
16 Lesinski Y vy Y Y Y| 38 Weis N N Y N Y| 28 Moorhead Y Y Y Y Y| = 2 Hardy vy ee 
1 Machrowicz Y yy Y Y Y | 29 Wharton N N Y N Y | 26 Morgan 7 oe 7 Harrison mn vp eis 
14 Rabaut J J ? ? ? | New York City 14 Rhodes TV 2 &y 9 Jennings | Ae ee Te 
MINNESOTA | 5 Addabbo . es 2S 15 Walter . ? ei & 8 Smith fh Oe AT 
8 Blatnik ? 2? ¥ ? ?| 8 Anfuso ¥Y ¥ ¥ VV Vi 29 Coder NN Y N Y 5 Tuck ae De 
4 Karth Y Y Y¥ Y Y | 24 Buckley J 3.43 8 Curtin N N Y N Y | 10 Broybill oy. ey YF 
6 Marshal! . v2 FI 12 Carey . vy BF 9 Dague Ny YNY 6 Poff mM Vcr eee 
7 Andersen Y NY Y Y | 11 Celler . 7 eo FF 12 Fenton NN Y N Y WASHINGTON 
5 Judd oe ee 7 Delaney JV Y Y Y Y| 27 Fulton NNYN/Y 3 Hansen . Toe 
9 Langen YN Y Y Y | 19 Farbstein = Se e's 23 Gavin NN YN Y 7 Magnuson . . Sone 
3 MacGregor NNY Y Y 23 Gilbert a ae ek Ae 19 Goodling NN YN Y 5 Horan NN Y N Y 
2 Nelsen YN Y Y Y | 22 Healey +, ee Tie 24 Keams NN Y N Y 4 May ¥. vee 
1 Quie Y 2 ee 6 Holtzman Y = ee ¥ 7 Milliken NNYNY 1 Pelly Nw i Fm F 
MISSISSIPPI 10 Kelly a ae ee 16 Vacancy 6 Tolle{son NN Y N Y 
1 Abernethy Y YY Y YY] 9 Keogh a Soe 22 Saylor NN YN Y 2 Westland NN YN Y 
6 Colmer YN ¥ WY 13 Multer , ¥ vs 17 Schneebeli NN YN Y WEST VIRGINIA 
3 Smith Y Y Y Y Y | 16 Powell ? Y ? Y Y|. 13 Schweiker NNYNY 3 Bailey ¥ SA tY 
2 Whitten Y N Y Y Y | 14 Rooney Y Y ? Y Y | 10 Scranton Ny ?NY 4 Hechler a se a 
4 Williams NN Y Y Y | 20Ryan Y Y Y Y Y| 20 Van Zandt Ny YN Y|_ 5Kee eS ae Bs 
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CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY 


The Week In Congress 





Defense Spending Lobby Two months after President Eisen- 


hower’s farewell address, Washington 
has all but forgotten his parting shot at ‘‘unwarranted influence’’ by a ‘‘military 
industrial complex.’’ But a lot of people are working overtime on the very thing 
that led him to sound off: the high-powered drive of the armed services, their con- 
tractors, and Members of Congress to get, keep, or expand their shares of the $40- 
billion-plus spent for national defense. CQ’s study shows each state’s stake in mili- 
tary payrolls, installations and defense contracts, and explores the many interlock- 


sé 


ing relationships between soldier, salesman, and legislator. (Page 463) 


President’s Pen 


President Kennedy during the week signed into law 
bills he had requested providing temporary extended 
unemployment benefits and emergency feed grains 
supports, and restoring to President Eisenhower his 
five-star rank of General of the Army. He also 
signed the Senate’s ratification of a convention creat- 
ing the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) and sent Congress a foreign aid 
message which called for major reorganization and a 
$7.3 billion loan authorization. (Pages 479, 487) 


Floor Action 


In addition to measures cleared for the President, 
the House passed and sent to the Senate bills extending 
the Sugar Act, authorizing $804,573,000 in military 
construction and providing foreign banks with an 
incentive to hold interest-bearing U.S. securities 
rather than gold. The Senate passed and sent to the 
House an Administration-opposed bill for educational 
TV. (Pages 479-84) 


In the Committees 


A House Subcommittee completed hearings on the 
Administration’s college classroom and federal 
scholarship program....Hearings on Mr. Kennedy’s 
program of aid for public school construction and 
teachers’ salaries were concluded in the Senate.... 
House committees reported, amended, Senate-passed 
bills creating new federal judgeships and providing 
aid todepressed areas....(Page 485) 





Roll-Call Votes 


SENATE: Educational TV, feed grains con- 
ference report, p. 505. 

HOUSE: Feed grains conference report, 
Sugar Act extension, unemployment compensa- 
tion, military construction, p. 506-7. 














Highway Program 


The Administration’s highway program got a 
rough going-over from oil and trucking repre- 
sentatives as the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee began consideration of the proposal. At 
issue were recommended boosts in diesel fuel 
and truck taxes. The truckers argued that some 
of the cost of the 41,000 mile Interstate program 
should be paid for out of the general fund of the 
Treasury, but Administration spokesmen said 
this would unbalance the budget. A CQ Fact 
Sheet gives details of the new revenue proposals. 
(Page 491) 











Rep. Reece Dies 


Rep. B. Carroll Reece (R Tenn. Ist District), a 
veteran of 34 years service inthe House and second- 
ranking minority member of the House Rules Com- 
mittee, died March 9 in Washington. His death 
changed the House party line-up to 260 Democrats, 
172 Republicans and five vacancies....GOP National 
Chairman Thruston B, Morton March 20 announced 
he would resign as Chairman about June 1....Henry 
Cabot Lodge, the 1960 Republican Vice Presidential 
candidate, March 15 was appointed general consultant 
to Life, Time and Fortune magazines. (Page 490) 


Pressures 


The National Farmers Union and the National Grange 
lined up behind the President’s proposed new farm 
program and started talk of a big new farm lobby 
group...AFL-CIO construction unions were told their 
on-site picketing bill could run into trouble....The 
American Civil Liberties Union and 250 college 
professors urged abolition of the Un-American Activ- 
ities Committee....And a group of Congressmen and 
textile industry officials demanded relief from 
foreign textile competition. (Page 488) 
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